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NHS: rank and file rebel! 


T HE RENEWED action by 
health workers is an inspi¬ 
ration to all workers. The 
attempt to buy off nurses 
has failed. The Tories have pro¬ 
voked a wave of rank and file re¬ 
volts against the imposition of the 
new pay grades and now' they are 
waving the threat of the courts 
against the nurses. 

Kenneth Clarke, the Health Sec¬ 
retary. claimed to have finally de¬ 
fused the long running dispute w ith 
nurses in October when he threw 
an extra £138.5m into the pot in 
order to fund a pay award that was 
claimed would mean a 17.9% in¬ 
crease for 187,000 nursing staff. 

The Tories’ 'regrading' exercise 
was a crude attempt to buy off a 
thin layer of ‘top’ nurses while 
comprehensively devaluing the 
work of the majority. This created 
considerable confusion in many 
areas during the initial period of 
'regrading'. Many nurses were told 
informally what grade local man¬ 
agers planned to put them on, only 
to find themselves on lower grades 
after the Department of Health's 
cost-cutting ‘validation’ ploy 
pushed down the original regrad¬ 
ing bill 

The Tories’ pathetic manoeuvre 
has only fuelled anger. For far too 
long, successive governments, both 
Tory and Labour, have played on 
the commitment of health workers 
to patients to grossly underpay and 
super exploit them. In two waves 
of industrial action this year, 
nurses and other workers in the 
industry have told the Tories - 
enough is enough! 

But it is vital that this second 
industrial upsurge in the health in¬ 
dustry in ’88 is not derailed in the 
same way as the first was. Our sup¬ 
porters in the health industry tell 


us that the mood of demoralisation 
that spread through health 
workers’ ranks earlier this year as 
the dispute began to drag on and 
on with no clear victory in sight has 
been shaken off. This is good. But 
if another stalemate is to be 
avoided a winning strategy is 
needed now. 

As in March, the main strength 
of this upturn so far has been its 
spontaneity. With or without (and 
mostly without) the backing of the 
local union officials, many hospital 
workers have taken strike action of 
various kinds, including all-out. In 
most hospitals, however, the anger 
over the Tories' regrading con has 
expressed itself through nurses 
using the tactic of working rigidlv 
to grade. 

The extent of the exploitation of 
health workers is illustrated by the 
fact that simply by doing only what 
they are graded and paid to do. 
nurses find that hospitals quickly 
come to a grinding halt. Much of 
this type of action has been by 
those workers at the bottom of the 
pile, enrolled and auxiliary nurses 
placed on the lowest Grade A. 
Many, for example, have rightly 
refused to take charge of wards at 
night, because the grade specifica¬ 
tions stipulate that they must be 
continuously supervised. 

This is a good, if limited tactic. 
Several local managers have 
buckled and decided to revise up¬ 
wards their initial decisions on the 
grading of staff. It is clear though 
that the health authorities are 
coming under considerable pres¬ 
sure from central government to 
refuse to allow appeals from those 
working to grade. The Tories want 
management to stick to the regrad¬ 
ings and in the case of appeals drag 
the whole thing out for as long as a 


year. 

At the moment, the nurses have 
a number of things going for them. 
First, to a large extent they retain 
bourgeois public sympathy. In 
fact, they arc just about the only 
group of workers in Britain today 
who can evoke this in any real 
measure. This cannot be relied on 
for long. The Tories are already 
attempting to shift public sympathy 
against the nurses. Secondly, that 
the spontaneous nature of their ac¬ 
tion so far has managed to keep the 
dispute one jump ahead of the 
health unions officials. But again 
the union bureaucrats arc up to 
their old tricks. The RUN. Nupe 
and Cohse are all using the dispute 
as an opportunity for poaching and 
the Cohse and Nupe leaderships 
have insisted on organising sep¬ 
arate days of action rather than 
organising a united action. 

This sectionalism is crippling. It 
is the same as happened earlier this 
year when Cohse called a day of 
action on March 14 (the day before 
Lawson's budget day) and Nupe 
called on its members to stage their 
action the next day, on March 15 
itself! Health workers cannot rely 
on union officials, public sympathy 
and spontaneity. What is needed 
is: 

•Joint Strike Committees in as 
many hospitals as possible. Such 
rank and file bodies can cut across 
the union divides and organise 
militants into an effective workers' 
combat organisation. This will en¬ 
sure that health workers' actions 
are coordinated and focussed and 
also ensure that militant union mi¬ 
norities - like the London-based 
members of the moderate Royal 
College of Midwives who are start¬ 
ing to criticise the no-strike policy 
of their union - are not isolated 


and demobilised. 

•Joint Strike Committees must be 
linked nationally into a Health 
Workers Militant Movement which 
must then hammer out a fighting 
political platform. Health workers 
are still paying the price for the 
failure to create such a national, 
fighting body in the course of the 
dispute in the early part of this 
year 

• Political lessons must be learnt. 
The responsibility for the lack of a 
rank and file body today rests not 
with militant rank and file health 
workers themselves: no. the fault 
lies with those false revolutionary 
alternatives which exercise influ¬ 
ence over the militant rank and 
file. In particular we must single 
out the SWP. At the National 
Health Shop Stewards Combine- 
held in Sheffield on March 2b of 
this year, the SWP consistently 
opposed moves that would have 
consolidated a national movement 
of militants organised on a clear 
political programme. It is this 
group with its self fulfilling down¬ 
turn’ theory which is therefore re¬ 
sponsible for the lack of an 
organisational heritage front the 
first round of the dispute earlier 
this year. Any organisation which 
does not believe workers can win 
in our conditions, that leaves 
things to the union bureaucracy 
because it refuses to let its mem¬ 
bers take leading positions in the 
trade unions is akin to an officer in 
a war deserting his troops. 1 he 
SWP is a barrier to working class 
militancy and must be overcome. 

• Working strictly tit grade is a de¬ 
cent enough tactic in the initial pe¬ 
riod of the action, but it lacks the 
ability to properly cohere nurses 
and their supporters into a fighting 
united front. The dispute is still to 


reach the head of steam it achieved 
in the early part of '88. but nurses 
and their supporters must look to 
quickly reach these levels and qua¬ 
litatively higher again. The aim 
must be set for all out strike action 
with emergency cover being pro¬ 
vided under workers' control. This 
can only happen if it is coordinated 
through a national rank and file 
body. It cannot be left to Nupe and 
Cohse officials. 

But health workers should not 
simply be aiming to achieve unity 
and all out action from their own 
ranks. The health workers' dispute 
in March received solidarity action 
from, amongst others. Frickley 
miners, workers from Vauxhall El¬ 
lesmere Port. Halewood Ford. 
Ihorn EMI, Lucas. UCW mem¬ 
bers and local government 
workers. This was only a hint of 
what is possible. The 'narrow' re¬ 
grading focus of the dispute so far 
has less chance of drawing in il¬ 
legal, mass solidarity action from 
other workers. 

Health workers must consolidate 
their fight on an explicitly anti- 
capitalist platform: one which 
strikes out for workers' interests as 
workers, irrespective of the ins and 
outs of capitalist economics. That 
is the only programme that can 
bring other workers into the fight 
and direct it against the bosses' 
government. 

Ihis task is one for the cowardly 
and reformist union leaderships. 
What is needed is communist 
leadership. The health workers' 
tight is bubbling up once more; its 
energy, dynamism and bravery 
must not be allowed to be frittered 
away again by reformists and rev¬ 
olutionary groups which cannot 
provide a revolutionary lead. 

Ian Mahoney 


Smash the poll tax 


S INCE being defeated in the 
Govan by-election on Nov¬ 
ember 11, Kinnock has 
been scrabbling around for 
a scape-goat. He found one in the 
lack lustre candidate. Bob Gilles¬ 
pie whom he says lacked Jim Sil- 
lars's pazazz. 

Labour’s real problem though is 
rooted in its very nature - that of a 
bourgeois opposition party which 
has gone from being the party of 
alternative government to a party 
of crisis. To retain its base north of 
Gretna Green it has to play rad¬ 
ical. Militant workers in Scotland 
are itching to fight and are looking 
for a lead. This Labour will not 
give. Kinnock and Co are trying to 
convince (bourgeois) public opi¬ 
nion that they are responsible fu¬ 
ture ministers. As an aspiring 
alternative party of government it 
does not feel able to pick and 
choose which laws not to obey. 

The Leninist is not mourning be¬ 
cause the Labour Party was de¬ 
feated. Far from it. Die working 
class electorate of Govan ex¬ 


pressed their disgust at Labour's 
cowardice by turning its 19,500 
majority into a 3,554 majority for 
the SNP. The SNP was calling for a 
'workers’ republic’ and crucially 
stood on a far more militant plat¬ 
form against the poll tax than Lab¬ 
our. Where Labour wants to stay 
within the law, the SNP is prepared 
to organise an illegal mass boycott. 
The Sillars victory shows Govan 
workers want to fight! 

But as well as not being laid low 
by Sillars victory neither were we 
surprised by it. As our comrade 
Alec Long wrote in our last edi¬ 
tion: The refusal of the Labour 
Party to advocate an (illegal) boy¬ 
cott has left the field open for the 
SNP, which has grown quite rap¬ 
idly - as could well be seen on 
November 11 - on the basis of its 
more militant opposition to the 
tax.” 

Yet for all Sillars' ‘socialist’ rhet¬ 
oric. the SNP is just as much a 
bourgeois party as Labour. It is not 
anti-capitalist but pro-Scottish 
capitalist. We are confident that 
the working class in Scotland - 


with its fine internationalist history 
— has not fallen for the lies of left 
nationalism peddled by Sillars 
which portrays English and Welsh 
workers as holding militant Scot¬ 
land back. 

This is, of course, reactionary 
and dangerous nonsense. It not 
only ignores the lessons of the min¬ 
ers’ Great Strike - which could 
only have been sustained on an all- 
Britain basis - but plays into the 
Tories’ hands. The reason the poll 
tax was introduced in Scotland first 
was to in order to divide opposition 
off. This is complimented by 
nationalism. 

Labour in Scotland has sought to 
embrace nationalism rather than 
fight it. As we predicted “a victory 
for Sillars ... will undoubtedly 
strengthen calls in the Labour 
Party in Scotland to abandon 
Westminster and turn to demands 
for separatism.” (The Leninist 
No7], November 1). T his is indeed 
the case. And the rest of the left 
rushes on behind. 

The Euros fielded their own can¬ 
didate - one Doug Chalmers. 


who, during his stint as leader of 
the Young Communist League 
gained notoriety by calling the po¬ 
lice on a group of young com¬ 
munists. seven of whom were 
black. Chalmers of the Yard 
jumped right on the nationalist 
bandwagon, trumpeting through 
his election literature that his party 
was "the voice of Scotland” (along 
with calling for more coppers on 
the beat, it should be noted). 
Standing on a bourgeois nationalist 
platform to the right of the SNP - 
he refused to advocate an illegal 
boycott campaign - it is unsurpris¬ 
ing that this opportunist got a path¬ 
etic 281 votes in an area that has a 
strong communist tradition. 

Other sections of the left were 
no more than advisors for Kin¬ 
nock. Die Morning Star's electoral 
autopsy urged that “Labour 
should play its part in harnessing 
the strong feelings held by Scots 
over home rule and the pole tax to 
take an active stand against the 
Tory elected dictatorship in West¬ 
minster.” (November 11). 

Socialist Worker, too, stuck its 


oar in: "Labour is in an excellent 
position to turn the resentment of 
the Tories, which lies behind the 
nationalism, into a real fight.” It 
urged Labour to campaign for a 
Scottish assembly and poll tax boy¬ 
cott. continuing; “The Scottish 
Labour councils, if they were se¬ 
rious, could ignore Westminster 
rule. They could refuse to have 
anything to do with the poll tax, 
saying they recognise only the rule 
of the Edinburgh assembly.” 
(November 19). 

Workers in Scotland will we are 
sure reject such poisonous 
nationalist rubbish. The only 
answer for workers throughout 
Britain is to fight the attacks on our 
class on a Britain wide basis. This 
demands the fight for a genuine 
Communist Party. Then, and only 
then, can we make talk of socialism 
a reality. Communists tire not 
interested in preserving the United 
Kingdom but will fight for workers' 
unity with every ounce of our 
strength. Divided we fall, united 
we win! 

Sean Quinn 






















LETTERS 


Fortnightly paper of the Leninists 
for a genuine Communist Party 


lions of others scattered through 


of I he Irish nation was lett to Brit¬ 
ish colonial rule, with disastrous 
consequences for both the north 
and south of Ireland. This rep 
resented a threat for Irisl 
nationalism. However, the Irish 
were, and arc, faced with colonia 


out various Arab counties? Are 
they supposed to cram into the 
hantustan on the West Bank and 
Gaza Strip ? 

Our articles made our defence 
of Palestinian self determination - 
real self determination — abun¬ 
dantly clear. We stated that this 
mast entail the destruction of the 
Israeli imperialist state. Unless this 
happens a Palestinian state Ls pre¬ 
cisely left in the same position as 
Kwazululand and Ireland (though 
it’s more like Free Staters accept¬ 
ing six not twenty-six counties). 
We can’t take Sanderson’s facile 
comparison of Militant and The 
Leninist seriously. If there is a simi¬ 
larity with Militant he need look 
no further than hLs own stagist po¬ 
sition. 

The problem with the PLO is 
that it is a bourgeois nationalist 
movement, which with Gorba¬ 
chev’s encouragement, is re¬ 
treating from bourgeois 
democratic demands. This and the 
Menshevik and stagist approach of 
the Palestinian Communist Party 
Sanderson so admires must be 
openly criticised by communists. 
No wonder Sanderson tells us he 
has “a difference in attitudes to 
communist internationalism”. 
Unfortunately he does not elabor¬ 
ate this. 

We are, whatever Sanderson 
says, committed to reforging our 
CPGB. This is something San¬ 
derson is formally abandoning - 
although calling himself one of 
our 'supporters' he was unwilling 
to give anything to our Summer 
Offensive. Clearly he is not willing 
to struggle for revolution in his 
own country -the central task of 
proletarian internationalism. 
Instead he seeks to retain self re¬ 
spect by latching onto the coat¬ 
tails of a nationalist organisation 
far. far awav. 


Brent 


There has been a positive willing¬ 
ness by workers in the London Bo¬ 
rough of Brent to fightback against 
the cost and job cutting Labour 
council. However, the Labourites’ 
attitude to the workers has also 
hardened. The strikes at Social 
Services Area 2 office and at the 
Housing Needs Unit stand as the 
longest strikes in Brent Nalgo his¬ 
tory so far and have provided a 
focus for the anger of all Brent 
workers. The strike in Social Ser¬ 
vices wits settled with a victory for 
the strikers, while the dispute in 
Housing Needs continues. An 
important step forward has been 
made by the willingness of workers 
to act independently of the openly 
pro-council Nalgo branch leader¬ 
ship. At the Housing Needs Unit, 
council management recruited scab 
labour to cover the work of strik¬ 
ers. Despite the fact that our 
friends in the SWP were "amazed" 
that the Labour Council acted so 
"treacherously" , to their credit, 
they tried to organise striking 
social workers to join the HNU 
picket. Unfortunately only 50 pick¬ 
ets could be mobilised and then 
they were hopelessly out 
manoeuvered by the police. 
Nonetheless because this was an 
unofficial and so-called secondary 
action it has to be praised; as was 
the decision of the CPSA at the 
local job centre to black further 
attempts by the council manage¬ 
ment to recruit more scabs. What 
recent actions in Brent confirm is 
the correctness of The Leninist's 
insistence that the Labour council 
is an enemy of the workers and in 
essence no different from any 
other employer. The next issue of 
Brent: Unite and Fight!, the bulle¬ 
tin of Brent Nalgo Leninist sup¬ 
porters is now out. Order copies of 
issue No2 (5p each plus sae) from 
BUM Box 928. London WC1N 
3XX. 

Dick Keogh 

Brent 


ON November 9 the Morning Star carried a favourable 
article on the launch of a National Unemployed 
Charter. This body was voted into being by a tiny 
meeting of the National Unemployed Centres Com¬ 
bine. Clearly the Morning Star considers this of major 
importance. Its editorial welcomed it as the fighting 
organisation the unemployed need. 

If this were the case we would certainly offer it our 
unstinting support. Unfortunately it is nothing but a 
crude effort to steal the thunder of the Unemployed 
Workers Charter which was founded by The Leninist. 
The Morning Star knows this full well. It is embar¬ 
rassed by the abject failure of the official labour move¬ 
ment to do anything about the crime of unemployment 
and equally embarrassed by the UWC’s string of well 
publicised successful actions. 

To divert from this, the Morning Star backs non¬ 
starters like NUC and flings around words like ‘■unre¬ 
presentative” and “ultra leftist” against the UWC. This 
is. of course, a backhanded compliment. Nonetheless 
in all sincerity we say that instead of silly accusations it 
should tell its readers what it thinks about the UWC’s 
actions and its charter. Let’s have the differences 
clearly stated and out in the open. 

The Morning Star's sectarianism docs a grave disser¬ 
vice. Indeed it shows contempt for unemployed 
workers. This is the truth. For the Morning Star has us 
believe that a national unemployed workers’ organisa¬ 
tion can be created without the unemployed. 

It is the National Unemployed Centres Combine 
which is really “unrepresentative”. It is not an organis¬ 
ation of the unemployed. It is an organisation of the 
petty bureaucrats who run the government/TUC fi¬ 
nanced tea and sympathy centres. Such a body cannot 
produce anything more than a mouse. 

Its NUC offers the unemployed the standard tired 
reformist promise of “a decent standard of living foi 
all”. But not surprisingly its ‘charter’ makes no call for 
the independent organisation of the unemployed as a 
militant auxiliary in the revolutionary struggle for com¬ 
munism - the only society that can provide a "decent 
standard of living for all”. For NUC the unemployed 
are to be the grateful recipients of the good works of 
the ‘next Labour government’. In line with this, leading 
NUC spokesman and Merseyside Unemployed Centre 
coordinator, Kevin Coyne, places great emphasis on 
winning the backing of “the labour movement” and 
“prominent politicians”. 

The last Labour government doubled unemployment 
and frankly the unemployed have had quite enough of 
"prominent politicians" of the likes of Michael 
Mcacher MP. who graced NUC’s launch and gave it his 
seal of approval. By their friends do we know them. 

The unemployed have been cynically used, patronis- 
ingly lectured to and callously dumped by this type of 
“prominent politicians”. NUC is clearly from the same 
mould as the vote catching stunt Jarrow '86 and the 
stomach turning Hands Across Britain. As such it is 
doomed to failure. 

The official labour movement is in disorganised re¬ 
treat. Its only use for NUC will be as a cover for its 
bankruptcy. Its “prominent” leaders do not want mili¬ 
tant struggle, they want new realist class collaboration. 
The recent decision by the TUC general council to junk 
its formal opposition to ET proves this. As it does, the 
UWC’s assertion that the unemployed must organise 
themselves on an explicitly anti-capitalist, revolutio¬ 
nary platform rather than relying on Norman Willis, 
Neil Kinnock and the official movement. 

NUC is a sop not a modern version of the National 
Unemployed Workers Movement which the UWC is 
determined to build. The unemployed want action, this 
they will get from the UWC not NUC. 

The Editor 


The Palestinians arc faced witn 
an entire settler nation who at pre¬ 
sent arc their oppressors, but with 
whom they wish to live without 
oppression. I would argue that 
denying the Palestinians the right 
to secede would have been parallel 
to insisting that Ireland struggled 
not for independence, but for some 
sort of equality within a federated 
state of Britain and Ireland. The 
partition of Ireland is not a parallel 
for the Palestinians. 

I’m reminded of the attitude of 
the Militant Tendency towards 
Irish Republicanism; that it docsn t 
matter because they’" 
granted freedom in 
United States of Europe 

By referring to the Jewish na¬ 
tion. I don’t mean that this gives 
them the right to occupy the land 
of another nation and set up a rac¬ 
ist. apartheid state. In this sense 
Israel has no right to exist. How¬ 
ever, the Jewish nation does exist, 
and has an inalienable right to do 
so. This ptoses vital tactical ques¬ 
tions for the PLO. It is unfortunate 
that most Israelis equate their 
nationality with Zionism and thus 
racism. 

This is, however, starting to 
change; just as the Palestinians 
have never been so united. Israelis 
have never been so divided. 
Though anti-Zionist Israelis are 
still a small minority, the uniform 
hegemony of Zionism has gone 
forever. This applies equally -to 
Zionism’s allies and supporters 
internationally. PLO policy has 
been successful in fostering these 
divisions, which strengthen the 
uprising and further the Palestinian 
cause. 

Of course we must be realistic 
about the economic prospects for a 
small Palestinian state. It is diffi¬ 
cult to see how the Palestinians 
themselves could be anything else 
However, we should also be re 
alistic about the economic pros¬ 
pects for the Palestinians under 
occupation. Paying taxes and re¬ 
ceiving next to nothing in return; 
being forbidden from sinking new 
wells while settlers have free access 
to water; and olive growers do per¬ 
form better when their trees arc 
not uprooted by soldiers. Or would 
The Leninist agree with the Israeli 
right in wanting annexation of the 
occupied territories? 

Alan Mcrrik almost implies that 
the uprising happened in spite of 
the PLO, a slanderous attitude. 
It’s no coincidence that the upris¬ 
ing began a few months after the 
reunification of the PLO factions; 
it would have been unthinkable 
without Palestinian unity. 

The right ol an oppressed nation 
to struggle for secession is, in prac¬ 
tice. as important as their right to 
actually secede. It is a pitv that The 
Leninist does not feel able to give 
the Palestinians this right. 

Phil Sanderson 
Herts 


Militant ' c 


Royal 

visits 


The Workers Theatre Movement 
staged a militant protest against 
Elizabeth Windsor's visit to the 
newly renamed Royal National 
Theatre. 

We objected to the National 
Theatre becoming the 'Royal' 
National Theatre. It gives up any 
formal commitment to be a theatre 
for all the people of this country. 
Any hope that the use of the word 
Royal' can prevent Thatcher and 
her ilk from attacking the National 
Theatre, will prove to be futile. 
There is only one way to stop the 
rule of profits over the arts and all 
walks of life, that is to smash the 
system based on profits before 
needs. 

This cause, the cause of the 
working class, is what we, as mem¬ 
bers of the Workers Theatre 
Movement, serve. We performed a 
hard hitting sketch called Their 
Theatre and Ours from 1932. It 
summed up what we stand for: ‘We 
are building a weapon, a weapion in 
the struggle for the freedom of our 
class! A weapon in the fight against 
poverty, starvation and war!” 

Tom Cormack 


Pales 

tine 


I’ve decided I no longer wish to 
support The Leninist, and have 
cancelled my standing order pay¬ 
ments. Although our disagreement 
on Palestine is a tactical one rela¬ 
tive to the British revolution, I feel 
it reflects a difference in attitudes 
to communist internationalism. 
Also, I feel that The Leninist's 
pitch' is aimed very much at the 
Trotskyist left, and was even be¬ 
fore the CPGB/CPB split under¬ 
mined the idea of 'defending and 
reforging the CPGB'. 

The Leninist No.66 carried a let¬ 
ter by myself, and Alan Merrik's 
response. ( Palestine - Solidarity 
and Communists in Britain). I'd 
like to reply to Alan Merrik’s argu¬ 
ments. 

Supporting PLO policy for an 
independent state on land libe¬ 
rated from Zionist control is recog¬ 
nising the right of the Palestinians 
to national self-determination. It 
does not mean granting the right of 
the oppressor nation to oppress. 
Neither is it in contradiction to the 
hope of a single secular, demo¬ 
cratic state in all of Palestine. 

'The economic advantages of 
large states are beyond question. 
The freedom to secede, and the 
freedom to struggle for secession, 
is nevertheless to be supported by 
communists. 

Alan Merrik drew a false paral¬ 
lel with Ireland in 1921. when part 


laughable. The point that we em 
phasised in both issue 64 and 6< 
was that 'self-determination 
through the creation of a Palesti 
man mini-slate in the occupied ter 

TTu W8S "° wlf -determinatior 
at all. It can have no independence 
economically, militarily or politi 
cally. And to cap it all, it leaves oul 
the vast majority of Palestinians. 

lion p! °. f ‘ hC es,inia ‘ ed half mil- 

•ion Palestinians in Israel, the on< 
million plus in Jordan and the mil- 


Note: Letters hare been shortened due to 
lack of space. For political security <** 
have changed certain names, addresses and 
details. 
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If you would like to reply to any of 
these letters, raise questions or 
comment on articles in The Leninist 
please write to The Editor, BCM Box 
928, London WC1N 3XX. Or phone 
us on 01-431 3135. 
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Time, gentlemen, 
please 

The middle ground that Time To Go 
attempts to occupy does not exist. The 
only position for the working class to 
fight from is to unequivocally oppose 
the British occupation of the Six 
Counties and all British 'solutions’. That 
means demanding troops out now and 
self determination for the Irish people 


IN STRUGGLE 


O N SATURDAY November 
19 the 'Time To Go' 
campaign held a 'delegate 
conference' in London. 
This, apparently, was to brief 
'activists’ with the arguments to 
take on Time To Go's own shop¬ 
worn brand of 'withdrawal' poli¬ 
tics. 

And what politics! The show 
kicked off (an hour late) with a 
panel of three speakers, one of 
whom was Bob Rowthorn. Cam¬ 
bridge economist, self confessed 
Euro reformist and co-author of 
the recent book Northern Ireland: 
the political economy of conflict. 
Rowthom started by telling the as¬ 
sembled crowd of about 400 that 
"there are many different ways to 
withdraw". He went on to outline 
these different ways, and then to 
take his pick. 

The first option was to leave 
immediately - troops out now. 
Alas, he said, this would lead to a 
“power vacuum ... anarchy” and 
hence to the inevitable "blood¬ 
bath”. This ‘Vietnam type sol¬ 
ution' with Britain leaving from 
the skids of its helecopters' - his 
phrase here — clearly would not 
do. Perhaps this was a lapse into 
Rowthorn’s past as a member of 
the International Socialists (now 
SWP). But we Leninists would 
most certainly regard Vietnam as a 
victory for the working class. For 
communists, unlike Rowthorn and 
Time To Go. there could be no 
better solution for the ‘Irish ques¬ 
tion’ than the one that the Vietna¬ 
mese people achieved through 
their heroic self sacrifice. 

The ‘solution’ which Rowthorn 
advocated was one of getting a 
"commitment” from a British 
government to withdraw in a given 
period of time. But Britain must 
consent to prop up the Six Coun¬ 
ties economically. This would, he 
argued, create a situation where 
the Twenty-six County state could 
take control over the Six Counties. 
To enable the Twenty-six Counties 
to do this, Britain should arm it. 

Of course, the last time British 
imperialism armed the Twenty-six 
Counties, in 1922, it used those 
arms to drown revolutionary re¬ 
publicanism in its own blood, seal¬ 
ing partition with the murder of 
many of Ireland's finest freedom 
fighters. In the real world this is 
exactly what a British armed Dub¬ 
lin government would do again. 
The liberation forces in the Six 
Counties - which having been 
fighting a revolutionary war 
against Britain for nearly two dec¬ 
ades — are as much a threat to the 
bourgeoisie in the south as they are 
a threat to the British imperialists. 
A British sponsored 'Hiirty-two 
County state could only but be a 


counterrevolutionary state. 

Rowthorn seems to recognise 
this. He argued that if there was 
any resistance Britain should use 
“coercion" to enforce its ‘sol¬ 
ution’. This he termed the "carrot 
and stick of British withdrawal". A 
more concise term might just be 
‘counterrevolution - . 

Time To Go's principle ‘front - , 
Labour MP Clare Short, who gave 
the closing speech, made the same 
essential points in an interview in 
the same day’s Morning Star. 
More, she implicitly justified the 
intervention of British troops in 
1969, “because the local security 
forces weren’t neutral, somebody 
else had to go in and intervene.” 
That ‘somebody else' was the Brit¬ 
ish imperialist army! 

The Time To Go initiators pre¬ 
sume British imperialism to be 
neutral - in fact, potentially bene¬ 
volent. It is looked to to sort out 
the ‘troubles’ and unify Ireland. 
The only thing that prevents this is 
that British imperialism is being a 
little silly, and just needs to be 
convinced of how sensible the 
arguments of Short and Rowthorn 
are. This, as more mainstream 
bourgeois politicians know, is non¬ 
sense. 

The occupation of the Six Coun¬ 
ties is politically of great import¬ 
ance to the ruling class in Britain. 
The Six Counties, unlike other col¬ 
onies, is part of the United King¬ 
dom state. As Enoch Powell so 
wisely commented, the possession 
of the Six Counties ensures Bri¬ 
tain’s will to be a nation. Clare 
Short may say that she doesn't “be¬ 
lieve that there’s any benefit for 
either Britain or Ireland in Britain 
remaining”, but more astute 
imperialist politicians know better. 

The middle ground that Time To 
Go attempts to occupy does not 
exist. The only position for the 
working class to fight from is to 
unequivocally oppose the British 
occupation of the Six Counties and 
all British ‘solutions’. That means 
demanding troops out now and self 
determination for the Irish people 
— which, despite what Short and 
Co may believe, cannot be exer¬ 
cised from Labour Party commit¬ 
tee meetings in Britain. 

The reaction of many British 
leftists to this is very revealing. 
Back in 1978. when, with Young 
Liberal backing, another Time To 
Go campaign was launched, much 
of the revolutionary left opposed 
its chauvinist platform and organ¬ 
ised a distinct contingent on the 
final march around the demand for 
troops out now. In 1988 they have 
almost universally adopted the 
ground of the Young Liberals ten 
years ago. 

Thus we find strange political 


bedfellows. CPB general secretary 
Mike Hicks and his NCP coun¬ 
terpart Eric Trcvctt find them¬ 
selves alongside the likes of 7 Days 
editor. Chris Myant and their hctc 
noire. Martin Jacques himself, not 
to mention well-known Trotskyites 
(‘handmaidens of fascism' 
according to these centrists) like 
Tariq Ali and Paul Foot A broad 
opportunist alliance, and no mis¬ 
take! 

Ten years ago the organisations 
that Ali and Foot were associated 
with, the IMG and the SWP. 
marched in an independent anti¬ 
imperialist contingent. Now they 
have jumped on the Time To Go 
bandwagon with both feet. 

The Troops Out Movement, 
while formaly standing against the 
platform of Time To Go, have- 
nothing to pose against it. Def¬ 
lated' is the best way to describe its 
low level performance at the con¬ 
ference. It has nothing practical to 
oppose Time To Go with. The only 
leaflet handed out by TOMers at 
the conference advertised an East 
London TOM Christmas party 

Lastly, another group to formaly 
oppose Time To Go. the WRP 
(Workers Press), handed out a 
leaflet outside the conference, 
titled ‘British Labour Must Take 
Sides'. It has, time and time again 
... with British imperialism. This 
problem aside, the leaflet proposes 
no practical action to challenge the 
:hauvinism of Time To Go. 

The communist approach is very 
different. We link our revolutio¬ 
nary theory with revolutionary 
practice. This means fighting for 
an organised political challenge to 
Time To Go’s pro-imperialist 
stand. This is why we are taking 
the lead, under the banner of 
Hands Off Ireland!, in organising 
an anti-imperialist contingent on 
the Time To Go march in August 
1989 - to defeat its politics on the 
streets and to lay the basis for the 
solidarity movement the revolutio¬ 
nary masses of Ireland deserve. 

We will not fawn before Labou¬ 
rite luminaries as they lecture the 
Irish against violence. Hands Off 
Ireland! unconditionally supports 
those who daily risk their lives on 
the streets of Belfast and Derry to 
make a reality of the demands 
'Troops Out Now!' and ‘Self deter¬ 
mination for the Irish people as a 
whole’. 

Hands Off Ireland! will turn the 
reformists’ implicitly chauvinist 
stunt demo on its head. We call on 
all genuine anti-imperialists not to 
stand aside from Time To Go or 
merely to gripe about it: support 
Hands Off Ireland! 

Alan Merrik 


On November 24, thousands of students clashed with police in 
central London during a demonstration against the Tories ‘top up' 
loans attack on student funding. A breakaway from the main 
demonstration, 2-3 thousand strong, attempted to march on 
parliament over the Westminister bridge. Police blocked their 
route and then launched waves of mounted attacks on the 
student’s ranks. Around twenty people, nearly all students were 
officially known to be injured and there were 60 arrests. At the 
height of the protest, several bridges across the Thames were 
blocked and traffic was brought to a standstill. We warmly 
welcome the students determination to fight. Unrest among 
students is often a barometer of the state of the broader class 
struggle. However, students must learn important lessons from 
this day. They should note the case with which the police brought 
disarray and chaos to their ranks when they attacked: clearly, we 
need to take the organisation of our defence more seriously. They 
should fake note of the role of NUS bureaucrats — who were more 
concerned to dampen down the protest than making it effective - 
and the Parliamentary Labour Party. Benn naively demanded the 
police commissioner account for the conduct of his men, while 
Kinnock contemptuously attacked militant students. Students 
should seek allies from the ranks of the militant working class. 

On December 18, the results of the 
NUM’s ballot on an overtime ban over 
British Coal’s refusal to negotiate a 1988 pay 
increase will be known. No matter which 
way this particular vote goes, militants in 
the union have a desperate fight on their 
hands not simply over pay. but to make sure I 
the union does not fragment further as a 
coherent national body. An overtime ban is 
clearly not adequate. BC is moving in for 
the kill in preparation for the industry to be 
privatised. Haslam has recently announced 
plans to close a further 20 collieries at a cost 
of 20.000 in order to streamline the industry 
and BC clearly has ominous plans for the 
remaining pits. The management is 
attempting to fragment the union by 
bypassing national negotiations with the •Scargill 
NUM and directly introducing more determined to 

performance related bonus systems. Miners stand and fjght but 
need a fighting strategy. This is not to be no winning stra tegy 
found in the national leadership ot the 
NUM, one section of which seeks survival 
thiough a mergei with theTGWU, the 
othei through some soil of bureaucratic 
unity with the UDM. Instead, what is 
| required is the building of i militant rank 
| and file movement in the NUM. It must 
commit itself to breaking through the area 
! barriers in the NUM. reaching out to the 
I UDM membership, fighting for the creation 
I of an industrial union for all energy workers 
I and the struggle for socialism 

j The TUC GGHQ day of action on November 9 was a success 
despite, rather than because of. Willis and the union tops. CPSA 
rank and file in particular played an honourable role, voting to 
take action despite the sabotage of their righiw ing leadership. On 
the day, over 200.000 civil servants demonstrated opposition to the 
GCHQ sackings along with I i ickley miners, dockers in Hull and 
Tilbury, South London teachers, Coventry Dunlop workers and 
Tyne shipyard workers. Undoubtedly, the response to the TUC’s 
tame calls for protest tapped into a vein of genuine anger in our 
class, and also reflects an upturn in the confidence of workers and 
their willingness to light This should be an encouragement to all 
working class partisans. But w e must always be wary of the TUC’s 
role. It may have ‘organised’ the November 9action (in spite of 
itself), but in fact the battle to reinstate GCHQ workers was lost in 
1984 when the TUC wasted the potential of the strike action of one 
million workers who stopped work in protest at the ban. In the run 
up to November 9, Willis made it clear that the TUC were backing 
away from any confrontation with the Tories anti-secondary action 
legislation and simply calling for workers to ‘demonstrate’. If wc 
leave the leadership of any upsurge of workers’ struggles in their 
treacherous hands, then wc can look forward to more defeats of 
the like of P&O and GCHQ. 



To the limit 

J] 



Again we have surpassed our £6(X) monthly 
fund as our readers have responded well to 
our calls for extra efforts over the last 
month. But only just! Our total stands at 
£614. So again wc must remind readers that 
wc still not only have to achieve our 
monthly fund, we must also wipe out the 
£8(X) shortfall we accumulated during the 
Summer. Rather than taking chunks out of 
it, at the moment we are just nibbling away 
at its edges, as with the £14 excess this 
month. We thus still have around £750 to 
find alongside our monthly £600 target. We 
still desperately need to make up the short¬ 
fall. 
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second part of the speech given at a rally in L 


This the second part of the speecn give.« ». —7 ... ■.< 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 1 

revolution 


C OMRADES, Turkey is rapidly ad 
vancing to a revolutionary situation ol 
unprecedented violence. The internal 
contradictions of the bourgeoisie are 
much more profound than in 1980 [the year 
when the army launched a fascist coup to 
negatively resolve the revolutionary situ¬ 
ation]. The referendum very clearly reflects 
the impasse which the bourgeoisie has hit. 

While they are fighting each other, in order 
not to aggravate the situation they are getting 
into an absurd situation. They arc bringing 
onto the agenda problems which do not in any 
respect concern anyone hut themselves. This 
actually aggravates the situation. Moreover, 
while the depth of the cracks arc still not 
visible, they have begun to draw weapons on 
each other, blood is flowing. 

In other words, because the roots of the 
contradictions are so deep the contradictions 
arc assuming extremely sharp forms even 
though they have not fully matured. 

The suffering of the working class and 
working people have reached unbearable 
levels. The activity of the working class too is 
developing at a much higher level than in the 
period before 1980. The record of strikes and 
actions last year has surpassed that of the 
years before 1980. But we sec recently that 
there has been a relative pause. Why? 


obstructed the actions: “Stop, don’t go any 
further!” it said. 

If favourable political soil for this influence 
had not existed, this influence would cortainly 
not have been so effective. But because the 
political soil was favourable, this influence of 
the bourgeoisie could be effectively exerted 
and the programme for action was put on the 
shelf and has been postponed. 

This shelving of the programme for action 
has been profoundly resented among the 
workers. This resentment can show itself in 
two ways: First, it could remove the Turk Is 
leaders who arc not liked and bring in new 
leaders - it is that simple. Secondly, resent¬ 
ment could accumulate and w ith some of them 
beating the drum things could go towards div¬ 
iding or splitting Turk Is. It could be said that 
nothing can be done within this confedera¬ 
tion. let us find another confederation for 
ourselves. The accumulating resentment 
could be channelled in this direction 

While it went out to get its programme for 
action put on the shelf, the bourgeoisie is at 
the same time calculating on splitting Turk Is 
In any case it is not just the bourgeoisie but 
several other forces which are working in this 
direction. Among these are both traitors like 
the "United Communist Party of Turkey' and 
leftists who we do not call traitors. 

With their mistaken or wrong policies they 
are helping the bourgeoisie. They are contin¬ 
ually saying that Turk Is is not changing and 
that nothing can be done with it. They are 
continually referring to the blocking of the 
programme for action in order to agitate for a 
separate confederation. These are the stupid 
friends of the working class 

The programme for action is such that it can 
only be implemented as a whole. A split in 
Turk Is would mean that this programme 
would remain on the shelf. Unlike its stupid 
friends, our working class sees this We see 
that it is not channelling its resentment pri¬ 
marily into changing the trade union leader¬ 
ships or into splitting the trade unions. It is 
moving to a different end. 


Pause for preparation 


This is a pause of preparation. The working 
class movement is preparing to raise its 
activity. It is trying to eliminate something 
which is bothering it. It is making prep¬ 
arations for this. 

Fascism came and dealt severe blows to left 
wing organisations. It is not possible to say 
that fascism did no harm. It did great harm to 
left wing organisations. Some suffered less, 
some were dealt much more severe blows. 
Some continued to work because they were 
communists. Some put a stop to their work 
after being dealt a few blows. They are a 
separate topic. Here it is clear that fascism 
dealt heavy blows to left wing organisations. 

But subsequently fascism began to disinte¬ 
grate without having put down deep roots. 
The situation began to relax. The speed at 
which this happened and the speed at which 
the left wing organisations arose to meet the 
new situation did not match. The left wing 
organisations could not achieve the organisa¬ 
tional strength to fulfil the tasks demanded by 
the new, more relaxed atmosphere and inevi¬ 
tably they lagged behind the new situation 
organisationally. 

I emphasised the word organisational. 
There arc also organisations who lagged be¬ 
hind the situation politically. But even those 
which do not lag behind politically lag organis¬ 
ationally. For example, it cannot be said that 
we lag behind politically, but nevertheless our 
organisational strength is still not enough to 
take advantage of the opportunities in Tur¬ 
key. This is a fact, and the problem arises 
from this. 

A political vacuum appeared; a political 
vacuum in respect to the vanguard organisa¬ 
tion. Our working class had gained a great 
deal of experience. Its level of consciousness 
was much more advanced than in the 1960s 
and 1970s. For this reason, we say that the 
present pause is not a result of backwardness 
but because the working class is more ad¬ 
vanced. It is making preparations to solve the 
problem. 

We will return to this below. But first, in 
order to make this question clearer, let us 
look at it from another point of view. 


The revolutionary wave, which saw workers in Turkey organise a million strong May Day 


democratic party], could it be expected that 
DISK would turn it into a nationwide upris¬ 
ing'.’ This was a task beyond DISK. It could 
not have done it and could not do it. 

Now let us look what those who are moan¬ 
ing that Turk Is cannot do it today are doing 
themselves. Today, all of these splitters have 
their own private shop, whether it be Tursan 
Is. Demokratic Teksif Union or Otomobil Is. 
Laspcktim Is. Genel Hizmet Is [trade unions 
not affiliated to Turk Is] ... When it comes to 
talk they have very fine words but when it 
comes to action they don’t do anything. 

Today, the time of these ’progressive’ trade 
unionists is devoted to going from factory to 
factory to placate the workers; "Oh let us not 
do it. don’t do anything, it would be a provo¬ 
cation. they would shut down the union". 
They are preventing every type of revolutio¬ 
nary activity. Many more examples could be 
cited, ranging from Laspetkim Is to Otomobil 
Is. the rank and file of which at this moment 
wants to go out on strike against MESS |Metal 
and Engineering Employers Federation]. 

DISK could not do it before, the ’private’ 
trade unions of those who are complaining 
that Turk Is cannot do it today can’t do any¬ 
thing either. As we said above, if its pro¬ 
gramme of action was implemented up to a 
certain point, it is not clear whether the out¬ 
come would be an uprising, barricade struggle 
or a civil war. The situation in Turkey, the 
anger within the working class and the nature 
of its programme of action would have this 
result. As a trade union confederation. Turk 
Is cannot shoulder the consequences. 


prime importance to overturning the set up in 
the trade unions \ struggle is continuing 
against the conservative leaders of the trade 
unions, but the m in energy is being chan¬ 
nelled into s vng ’.hi main question. For if 
this question is not resolved, it would be both 
difficult m imor-ve the trade union leader¬ 
ships and also w. „ J be for nothing even if 
that could happen 

N\hen we ..'id above what the main ques¬ 
tion was we -pok. about the political vacuum 
which has arisen .0 a consequence of the 
organisational blows which fascism dealt to 
the left wing organisations. We looked at the 
same question from the point of view of the 
situation in the trade union sphere and we 
have arrived at the same point. Today in Tur- 
kev there is a need for a revolutionary politi¬ 
cal centre. 

Thus it is that recently our capable working 
class has been creating a solution to this prob¬ 
lem during the relative stagnation or halt that 
has appeared in the working class movement 
It is establishing workers' commissions in vari¬ 
ous branches of industry. Made up of pro¬ 
gressive workers, these commissions are 
undertaking the role of a revolutionary politi¬ 
cal centre and are emerging as a means of 
eliminating the political vacuum. 

Comrades, the workers' commissions are an 
extremely important development. Just as 
they developed in the Soviet Union, we arc 
seeing before us the seeds of a similar 
phenomenon in Turkey as well. We cannot 
say now whether or not these seeds will 
develop and sprout in a healthy way. but these 
are organisational forms, are the seeds of the 
phenomenon we have mentioned - that is 
certain. 

Our working class knows that nothing can 
be achieved by blind actions. It learnt this 
very well in the period before 1980. Without a 
political leadership and a revolutionary centre 
gains are not permanent. It is with this aim 
that the working class is establishing revol¬ 
utionary centres. 

It aonears that, if these commissions are not 


The objective obstacle to 
action 


Before we come to this, let us look at the 
second group of reasons for the failure to 
implement the programme for action To this 
end, let us briefly recall the past. 

You will remember that when our Party was 
advancing, when it was pursuing a militant 
line, DISK [the Confederation of Revolutio¬ 
nary Trade Unions| was also rapidly advanc¬ 
ing. But when opportunism began to 
predominate in the leadership of our Party, 
when this opportunism brought the disease of 
trade unionism into the Party, then we see 
that this disease did not even benefit the trade 
union movement. We sec that this halted the 
development of DISK. DISK began to go 
backwards, to come under the control of the 
social democrats. When DISK was closed it 
was an organisation which was under social 
democratic leadership and going backwards. 

Who then are we going to accuse, who was 
responsible for this? The main responsibility 
lies with opportunism in our Party. Because, 
comrades, this was a trade union - good or 
bad. revolutionary or non-revolutionary, pro¬ 
gressive or reactionary. A trade union can 
only conduct trade unionism. A trade union 
cannot fulfil the tasks of a political party. If a 
political party which should be the vanguard 
throws the ball to the feet of a trade union 
because of its opportunism, all this does is 
smother the trade union. 

While the opportunist leaders were trying 
to stop the Taris uprising together with the 
Republican People’s Party MPs [the social 


Subjective obstacles to 
activity 


Now. you know that the programme of action 
drawn up by the Turk Is trade union confede¬ 
ration [Turkey's TUC - which was threaten¬ 
ing to call a scries of actions up to and 
including a general strike] was going to be 
applied stage-by-stage. At a certain juncture 
however things stopped and got stuck. Why 
did things get stuck? There are two groups ol 
reasons. The first are subjective reasons - 
that is reasons that arc connected with the 
intentions and attitudes of various political 
forces. 

If Turk Is implemented its programme for 
action it could have resulted in an uprising, 
barricade struggle or even a civil war. and the 
bourgeoisie sees this. That it why it has 


Our working class is creating 
the solution 


It is very obvious that Turk Is as a trade union 
even a giant trade union — cannot under¬ 
take actions which will become highly political 
on the first or second day and will become 
political in a revolutionary way. It cannot lead 
these actions. Ibis is an objective phenom¬ 
enon because these actions which need to be 
undertaken to the same extent reuuire a not. 
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ndon on September 10 1988 by comrade Emine Engin, 

urkey. This section concentrates on the prospects for 
in Turkey 


it the enemy! 



monstration in 1977, is on the rise again 


important development in Turkey in recent 
times: the birth of such a workers' organisa¬ 
tion which can serve as the nucleus of a work¬ 
ing class state in the future. The fact is that it 
has been born even before a revolutionary 
situation has emerged. 

We have said that a revolutionary situation 
is approaching; we have said that this 
approaching revolutionary situation will be 
the most violent revolutionary situation in the 
history of Turkey. Is it not in any case clear 
from the fact that even before the revolutio¬ 
nary situation emerges the workers have al¬ 
ready created an organisation which can 
become a slate organisation in the future! 

Now we come to the conclusion and the 
shortest section of this speech. 


The tasks of our Party 


Comrades, the type of path that will be fol¬ 
lowed by our Party has been set out very 
clearly in our organisational strategy. Here I 
want to touch upon two things together: First, 
another characteristic of the situation in Tur¬ 
key and secondly in connection with this, the 
importance of the two points set out in our 
strategy. 


mistakes arc made, promises are not kept and 
there are delays. Even if these arc well inten- 
tioned and there arc excuses they arc still 

slackness. 

Gaining new members is a necessary condi¬ 
tion for the strengthening of centralism and 
discipline. Comrade Yurukoglu explained the 
criteria very well last year. At the same time 
as accepting new members, the type of organ¬ 
isation into which we are taking them is also 
vitally important from the point of view of 
developing and ensuring the continuity of the 
Party s communist culture and preventing 
slackness from entering into the Party. We 
must embrace our communist values and 
Party norms and must never counterposc 
them to gaining new members. Any member 
who we gained by sacrificing these norms 
would not really be gained for the Party at all. 


The revolt is growing 

The values and norms which the new social 
democrats find stale and dogmatic retain their 
freshness for us communists because these arc 
the necessary condition for waging a struggle 
as one fist. 

Joining the Party is an unforgettable turning 
point in the life of a person, and so it should 
be. A person's heart should beat faster 
throughout his/her life whenever he/she re¬ 
members that moment. Communists do not 
recognise 'personal' friendship with enemies 
of the Party. If anyone considers this to be 
contrary to 'civilised behaviour' then wc must 
consider him or her to be a 'little' liberal. 

Cell meetings must proceed regularly, dues 
must be paid regularly and education on the 
basis of the newspaper must be conducted 
under all circumstances and failure to read the 
newspaper should never enter into our wildest 
dreams These arc really faults which deserve 
to be punished. However, the most important 
thing is that comrades strive not to make these 
mistakes. 

We could say more, but there is no need. 
Let us gain new members to such an organisa- 


This struggle has alrcadv begun. In fact there 
are those who are trying to smother these 
commissions before they have sprouted. On 
the one hand, the SHP [Social Democratic 
Populist Party] and the UCPT - that is. all 
the new social democrats — are waiting in 
ambush. On the other hand, the stupid friends 
of the working class make one long for intelli¬ 
gent enemies. 

In order not to undermine the confidence 
felt in them by the stupid friends of the work¬ 
ing class and in order to secure a strong po¬ 
sition for themselves, the SHP and the UCPT 
have stuck their noses into the initiative but 
for the moment are not saying too much. 
More than that, they are trying to restrict the 
workers' commissions to a trade union opposi¬ 
tion. In other words, instead of trying to lead 
the commissions to a higher level, to a politi¬ 
cal level, they are restricting them to the role 
of opposition - not even aspiring to the 
power of trade unions for them. 

How are they doing this? There is a higher, 
or umbrella, organisation of the workers’ 
commissions and they are calling this the 
higher organ of the Workers' Trade Union 
Opposition. The name of these organisational 
forms among the rank and file is workers’ 
commissions. In various places they are also 
called workers’ councils. They emerged with a 
function which goes far beyond that of a trade 
union opposition. But, nevertheless, the 
higher organisation of these commissions, the 
Istanbul-wide organisation, is called the 
Workers' Trade Union Opposition. The 
spread of this name from top to bottom would 
mean to denigrate or to smother the function 
of the rank and file organisations, to put the 
workers’ commissions into a strait-jacket. 

These organisations can definitely not be 
restricted to the role of the trade union 
opposition, or even parallel leadership, take 
your pick. These organisations are not an 
alternative to the trade unions. These organis¬ 
ations complement the trade union struggle by 
•he unions. In various places they guide the 
oppositions which exist in the trade unions but 
they go much further beyond this and are 
organisations of a revolutionary political 
centre. To restrict this organisational form to 
•he role of the trade union opposition means 
•o kill it before it is born. This creative initia¬ 
te belongs to our working class and it will 
certainly not allow it to be smothered in such a 
way. 

!• is not necessary to establish workers' 


commissions in order to conduct the trade 
union opposition struggle. Whoever wants to 
do that can come together in trade union halls 
and conduct some opposition. The workers’ 
commissions can guide this opposition but 
they cannot be restricted to this role. 


The result will be determined 
by struggle 

The workers know very well what is needed. 
These commissions will develop in the way we 
have indicated because we are in fact simply 
pointing out a function, the need for which is 
felt in real life. We are stating the raison 
d'etre of these commissions. Wc are not cre¬ 
ating anything new in our own minds, we are 
not making anything up. In connection with 
this we propose that the name 'the Istanbul 
Revolutionary Trade Union Opposition' be 
changed immediately. 

In contrast, some revolutionary friends, for 
example the TDKP [Revolutionary Com¬ 
munist Party of Turkey], arc creating confu¬ 
sion. They are opposed to Turk Is. they are 
opposed to DISK, they are opposed to the 
concept of trade unions. But they support the 
idea of these commissions undertaking the 
role of a trade union opposition. This is inex¬ 
plicable. They are opposed to trade unions, 
but the point at which they have arrived does 
not go beyond trade unionism. It is clear that 
they have placed too much hope in the trade 
unions, that their hopes have been dashed and 
they are still looking for new hopes within the 
same framework. It is a mistake to be 
opposed to trade unions and it is another 
mistake to be restricted within the framework 
of trade unions. 

As we said already, there will be an inten¬ 
sive struggle within and around these organis¬ 
ational forms. Their name and function will 
cease to be ‘trade union opposition'. The re¬ 
sult of all this will be determined by struggle. 
Wc have limitless confidence in the common 
sense of our working class which has sown this 
fine seed. 

With both its rank and file organisations 
and its higher organisations this phenomenon 
will develop in the direction of filling the 
vacuum which exists. It is a very important 
beginning - very important. It is the most 


A discipline organisation and 
gaining new members 
compliment each other 

The bourgeoisie has tried everything and has 
been unable td solve the problems it has been 
struggling with. It is at an impasse. While 
struggling it is decaying and this decay spreads 
to the whole of society. Undoubtedly it is also 
preparing once again to use the weapon of 
fascism. But for the moment the most effec¬ 
tive weapon it is using against the working 
class movement is laxity and slackness caused 
by its spreading decay. These diseases arc 
even able to find their way into our Party. 

We must not permit this. Only our working 
class can save this society which is surrounded 
by the smell of decay emanating from the 
bourgeoisie. In order for it to be able to ac¬ 
complish this glorious historical task, it needs 
an iron disciplined general staff which func¬ 
tions perfectly and does not allow any slack¬ 
ness to enter into it. 

The organisational strategy of our Party 
emphasises both the importance of winning 
new members from the advanced sections of 
the working class and also the importance of 
strengthening centralism and discipline. Rely¬ 
ing on the lessons we have learned while 
applying this strategy. I want to stress the 
importance which these two points bear to¬ 
gether. 

Comrades, communist discipline and cen¬ 
tralist operation are a skeleton which can hold 
flesh only in close union with the working 
masses, with the people. This is directly con¬ 
nected not with being a 'mass party’ in the 
opportunist sense, but with being able to hold 
a definite number of members. Various rea¬ 
sons can be cited for this. 

Communist discipline is a product of con¬ 
sciousness and belief. The correctness of the 
policy of the Party is confirmed in the last 
analysis by whether or not it is able to estab¬ 
lish itself among the workers. Consequently 
discipline too becomes profoundly convincing 
primarily at that time. It develops from being 
a personal characteristic into a collective 
characteristic. 

If wc give another very practical example, 
the cadres are few’ and there is a lot of work. 
This situation is a factor which inevitably pro¬ 
vokes slackness even among the most disci¬ 
plined comrades. In the face of so much work 


tion and to ensure that we have such an organ¬ 
isation let us never forget for a moment the 
aim of our strategy of gaining worker mem¬ 
bers. These are necessary if we are to struggle 
against the decaying bourgeoisie. Our com¬ 
rades who do not blink at any kind of self 
sacrifice and undertake it with laughter will 
meet these requirements. 

Comrades, the Communist Party is a tool 
for destroying the system and for changing the 
world. To think that this situation could be 
accomplished in a situation like a rose garden 
without thorns would be liberalism not com¬ 
munism. 

We will come under various attacks and fall 
into various traps and struggle with various 
difficulties. These are the features of our pro¬ 
fession. features which we have accepted with 
determination and honour when choosing this 
profession; features which wc have accepted 
and have expected when choosing this pro¬ 
fession. 

We are not one of those liberals who circu¬ 
late in the guise of communists. We arc not 
one of those who leave aside the great struggle 
between classes and begs the enemy for ‘free¬ 
dom’. We arc communists. Attacks and diffi¬ 
culties do harm in the short term. I do not say 
they don’t. But in the long term, our skin 
which has become thickened through many 
experiences will become a bit more thick. Our 
comrades know this and in the face of difficul¬ 
ties are continuing this struggle with great 
determination. So it is. 

This is the central September 10 meeting, 
but September 10 is not being commemorated 
only here. All Party organisations celebrate 
September 10 with militant actions in Turkey 
today. They distribute leaflets, stick up 
posters and hold meetings. September 10 is 
also being commemorated in the prisons and 
the barracks. 

On the 68th Anniversary of the founding of 
our Party, we commemorate our young com¬ 
rade Inane with the respect, love and spirit of 
determined revolt which is appropriate to her. 

In its 68th year our Communist Party of Tur¬ 
key is closer to and is more convinced of the 
victory of revolution. 

Comrades, let me conclude with these fine 
words from comrade Yurukoglu: “No one can 
defeat us but ourselves." We, however, arc 
determined not to defeat ourselves but the 
enemy. 

Long live communism! 

The only weapon is the Party, the only path 
is revolution! 
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Fighting reaction: East and West 


of ihc ideas that dominate the Pol¬ 
ish workers’ movement - clerical 
nationalism, religious mysticism, 
fascism - it doesn't matter. At 
least they are against the com¬ 
munists! 

"... Solidarnosc is the Polish 
workers' movement. Socialists 
should support Solidarnosc, une¬ 
quivocally and without reserva¬ 
tion against Poland’s ruling 
bureaucrats ... When we see a 
picket line, we don’t ask what the 
religion of the workers on that 
picket line is, or which way they 
vote, or what they think of inter¬ 
national politics. We see workers 
in dispute with their exploiters, 
and we support the workers." 

With this type of terribly ‘prin¬ 
cipled’ and "militant' approach, wc 
could find ourselves on some 
rather funny picket lines for 
‘socialists’. 

• Like standing alongside Prot¬ 
estant workers in the occupied Six 
Counties imposing an ‘Ulster 
Workers' Strike’. 

•Or linking arms with racist 
workers from the southern states 
of the USA or South Africa de¬ 
manding that black workers are 
sacked. 

• How about joining picket lines 
directed against the employment of 
gays, women, or the Irish. 50? 
Frankly. Socialist Organiser's po¬ 
sition is "bullshit' But don't take 
our word for it. . 

In spite of not actually being a 
supporter. Paul Whetton, leading 
NUM member in Notts, writes a 
regular column in Socialist Organ¬ 
iser. In the issue of \ -.ember 10, 
he reiterates a correct point he has 
made in cvera! interviews with 
The Leninist when he says: "[Soli¬ 
darnosc isj an anti-revolutionary 
movement ... there's a lot wrong 
ir. Poland, hat to try to compare 
[Britain and Poland] is bullshit". 

Whetton's gut reaction rejection 
of the yellow Solidarnosc is one 
that many ciass conscious workers 
in Britain feel And that is a good 
thing. It is a good response that the 
likes of Socialist Organiser cannot 
fight by calls to automatically sup¬ 
port the strikes and protests of 
other workers just because they 
happen to be workers. As comrade 
Whetton recognises only too well 
with the UDM. Solidarnosc and 
other bosses' unions, politics do 
matter. There are trade unions and 
trade unions. 

Of course, revolutionaries do 
not simply sign a blank cheque 
agreeing to anything this or that 
section of the working class does. 
We recognise that workers can 
hold all sorts of deeply reactionary 
and backward prejudices, as is pre¬ 
cisely the case in today’s Poland. 

For Leninists, Thatcher's trip 
behind the Iron Curtain has pro¬ 
vided no problems. We have al¬ 
ways evaluated events in the 
socialist countries not as petty 
bourgeois moralists or apologists 
for counterrevolution. Our prin¬ 
ciples have never been up for sale 
like those of the centrists. We have 
looked at developments in Poland 
from the interests of the world rev¬ 
olution. 

Consequently, this is why we 
have opposed the scab Solidanosc 
movement. And that is why we 
today call for communists in Po¬ 
land to win the leadership of the 
working class so it can carry 
through a sweeping political revol¬ 
ution against those who so admire 
Margaret Thatcher. 

Ian Mahoney 


■ Rats and Sinking 
Ships', part 2: Last 
issue we reported that Dave 
Cook, onetime Euro 
National (dis)-Organiser ivas 
leaving to cycle to Australia 
— with or without the aid of 
alternative water transport, 
we do not know. Now news 
has reached us that Chris 
Myant, ill-stared editor of the 
appalling 1 Days, is deserting 
his post to run off and write a 
hook on Ireland (its west of 
Liverpool. Chris). We wish 
him all the best - not out of 
personal good will, but in the 
earnest hope that this is a pre¬ 
cursor to the death rattle of 
one of the most boring 
papers we have ever hud the 
misfortune to come across. 

■ Pitter-patter, pitter-pat¬ 
ter ... splash: sinking 
ships and fickle rodents re¬ 
visited. Latest to join 'official 
communism's' equivalent of 
the 'Grand Order of the 
Water Rats' is Dave Whit¬ 
field, late of the Morning 
Star. David has cut his losses 
and high-tailed it out of Tony 
Chater's leaky vessel before it 
slips gently beneath the 
waves. The small armarda of 
lifeboats bearing faithless ex- 
aparatchiks of ‘official com¬ 
munism' is threatening to be¬ 
come a danger to shipping. 

■ Leonid Abalkin, head 
of the economics insti¬ 
tute of the Soviet Academy of 
Sciences and a leading econ¬ 
omic adviser to the Soviet 
leadership, announced that 
the 13th five year plan 
“would not run from top to 
bottom. It must not be ver¬ 
tical - it must be hori¬ 
zontal”. What this means is 
the pre valance of the market. 
The example which Abalkin 
uses as a model is Sweden, 
with which apparently the 
Soviet Union “has a lot in 
common". Like what for ins¬ 
tance? Lots of snow? After 
71 years of socialism, it will 
be interesting to hear the So¬ 
viet sycophants like the NCP 
and CPB justify the Soviet 
Union turning to the model 
of social democracy for 
answers. 

■ On November II Ber¬ 
nadette McAliskey 
spoke at a Troops Out Move¬ 
ment meeting in London. 
The fascist BNP attempted to 
attack the meeting. Seven of 
them tried to get in. Red Ac¬ 
tion and others responded to 
this by smacking their teeth 
in. Bloody good too. say we 
all. Well, not all really. Some 
TOM stewards were heard to 
bemoan the ungentlemanly 
conduct of those who were 
doing their job. Members of 
the SWP tried to stop the 
kicking the fascist scum gotI 
No doubt if the fascists had 
got in, TOM and the SWP 
would have wreaked their re¬ 
venge by striking the BNP off 
their Christmas card list. 


appointed industry minister. 
Micczyslaw Wilczek announces 
that he holds Maggie's policies “in 
great esteem” and plans to ask her 
advice on how to “rein in the ram¬ 
pant trade unions”, why don't 
these forces even whimper a pro¬ 
test? Why have they not even re¬ 
ported these scandalous 
statements? 

The Polish government’s grow¬ 
ing infatuation with market forces 
is perfectly in line with Gorbacho- 
vism. that's why. 

Walesa’s warm sympathy for 
Gorbachev is also unreported in 
the ‘official communist' press. 
Echoing this, one of his main advi¬ 
sors. Adam Michnik, claimed in a 
recent interview that: “Current 
developments in the Soviet Union 
offer a real possibility of changes 
for the better throughout the 
communist bloc ... The worst ac¬ 
tions today would he those which 
blocked changes in the Soviet 
Union." 

Politics makes for strange bed¬ 
fellows! 

Let us now turn to the revolutio¬ 
nary left groups in Britain. 

The SWF's Socialist Worker and 
the Revolutionary- Communist Par¬ 
ty's the next step come front the 
same International Socialist stable. 
It is therefore not surprising that 
they have essentially similar views 
on developments in Poland. The 
old leadership of Solidarnosc, they 
suggest, has been compromised 
and found lacking in the confronta¬ 
tion with the regime and that a new 
generation of younger workers are 
beginning to assert their strength. 

Thus. Socialist Worker of Nov¬ 
ember 12 notes that “pressure 
from below forced Walesa to 
change his message at the beginning 
of this week by threatening to call 
a national strike in defence of the 
[Lenin] yard." 

ms, on a similar theme observe 

that “today’s movement, led by a 
new generation of workers who 
have known nothing but austerity, 
is more desperate. Young militants 
led the two major strike waves this 
year, operating largely outside the 
control of the Solidarity leader¬ 
ship” (November 11). 

Both the SWP and the RCP laud 
the new generation of young Soli¬ 
darnosc activists, ‘untainted’ as ins 
puts it, with the stigma of 'collabo¬ 
ration’ with the PUWP regime. 
But conveniently, both organisa¬ 
tions fail to deal with the problem 
that this new generation is, if any¬ 
thing, even more viciously anti¬ 
communist and pro-imperialist 
than the old stalwarts of Solidar¬ 
nosc. 

The SWP at ljast attempts to 


imply that the objective logic of the 
Polish workers' struggles will over¬ 
come their counterrevolutionary 
ideas: as their struggles 

develop to ever higher levels so 
more opportunities will rise to 
challenge these contradictory and 
false ideas." (November 12) 

We would certainly welcome 
that. But we do not think it will 
come through trade union activity. 
It will come through communist 
leadership and a break with Soli¬ 
darnosc. The SWP's economistic 
faith in tvorkers' strike activity to 
spontaneously overcome backward 
ideas at least has the ‘merit’ of rec¬ 
ognising the fact that there is a 
‘problem’ here, that Solidarnosc’s 
young and old generation are 
under the sway of reactionary- 
ideas. I hc RCP. the "SWP with 
hair gel' as we have dubbed them, 
simply ignore the intrusion of tan¬ 
gential features like reality' into 
their ‘analysis' of the question. 

F.ithcr way. both cop out. Che 
increasingly explicit nature of Soli- 
darnosc's pro-capitalist stance, 
thrown into stark relief by Thatch¬ 
er's visit, has at least provoked 
organisations like the SWP and the 
RCP into looking for forces other 
titan the old union' leadership to 
take on Poland's ‘official com¬ 
munists'. Others, however, have 
not even bothered to be that 
‘subtle - . 

Come hell, high water, explicit 
calls for the restorationism of capi¬ 
talism in Poland, the anti-com¬ 
munists of Socialist Organiser 
pledge Solidarnosc their unshakea- 
ble support: “Whatever illusions 
Solidarnosc's leaders and mem¬ 
bers have in the West, Solidarnosc 
represents the workers against the 
privileged, exploiting bureau¬ 
crats.” (Socialist Organiser. Nov¬ 
ember 3) 

In fact, support for the scab Soli¬ 
darnosc movement has helped pre¬ 
cipitate the evolution of these 
Trotskyites from a worthless ‘de¬ 
fence’ of the USSR and Eastern 
Europe to a position which is best 
described as a left Kinnockism. In 
theory and practice. Socialist 
Organiser prefers capitalism to liv¬ 
ing socialism. 

They explain away their support 
for the openly counterrevolutio¬ 
nary Solidarnosc, a movement 
which declares itself a fan of the 
vicious Cold War warriors, Reagan 
and Thatcher, thus: “In the West 
we condemn workers’ illusions in 
Jaruzelski or Gorbachev, but we 
still support (hose workers against 
the bosses. The same principle 
should hold in the Eust.” 

According to this bunch of Cold 
War socialists, whatever the nature 


T HE ‘official communists' at 
the head of the Polish party 
and state were eager to 
have Thatcher visit them. 
They wanted her help in easing 
their massive debt problem. For 
the leaders of Solidarnosc this was 
a heaven sent opportunity which 
they used to full effect. 

Thatcher's visit came at an 
important moment in the political 
development of both the Polish 
United Workers Party and Solidar¬ 
nosc. It threw into relief the 
bankruptcy of Jaruzelski and Co as 
well as confirming yet again the 
explicitly pro-capitalist, anti¬ 
socialist nature of Lech Walesa and 
Solidarnosc. But perhaps more 
starkly, it showed just how con¬ 
fused ‘official communism' and 
most petty bourgeois revolutionary 
groups are. 

The majority of the British left 
have been compromised by their 
support either for a counterrevolu¬ 
tionary movement, ie Solidarnosc. 
or for a bureaucratic caste of 
‘official communists’ which has no 
solutions for Poland. 

Let's begin with the ilk of the 
Morning Star, Straight Left and the 
New Worker - which support the 
Jaruzelski leadership. They have 
been confused and excrutiatinglv 
embarrassed by Thatcher’s Polish 
sojourn. 

The New Worker, paper of the 
crusty old centrist New Communist 
Party, starts its editorial of Nov¬ 
ember 4 by making the fairly mun¬ 
dane point that the talk of 
Thatcher’s "hypocrisy” in attack¬ 
ing and proscribing trade unions at 
home while bcarhugging Solidar¬ 
nosc in Poland is just cant. In fact, 
there is a consistency here. Thatch¬ 
er’s administration has steadfastly 
pursued anti-working class and 
anti-socialist policies: which is pre¬ 
cisely why she loves the counterre¬ 
volutionary Solidarnosc and why 
Solidarnosc loves her, of course. 

Quite right. New Worker. Well 
spotted. But now. how do you 
account for the fact that the leader¬ 
ship of the PUWP have if anything 
been even more fawning in their 
praise of Thatcher than the yellow 
leadership of Solidarnosc? 

So when Polish Prime Minister 
Mieczyslaw Rakowski assures 
journalists “I would very like to be 
a pupil in [Thatcher’s] school, i 
would like to emulate her resolute¬ 
ness and nrniness in dealing with 
unprofitable companies”, why are 
there no words of criticism from 
the representatives of ‘official com¬ 
munism' like the NCP or the 
Morning Srar/Qommunist Party of 
Britain? 

Or when Poland’s recentlv 
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Film as a 
weapon 

Eisenstein, his life and work, Hay¬ 
ward Gallery. London (until De¬ 
cember 11. 1988). Cornerhouse. 
Manchester (December 29 - Feb¬ 
ruary 5. 1989). entrance £3.00 
(concessions £1 50). 


•'REVOLUTION is the only law¬ 
ful, equal, effectual war. It was in 
Russia that this war was declared 
and began.” This quote from 
Lenin opens Eisenstein’s most fa¬ 
mous film. Battleship Potemkin. It 
is fitting. Eisenstein - truly a mod¬ 
em renaissance man - was made 
by the revolution. Because of the 
October Revolution Eisenstein 
was Eisenstein. It fired and 
inspired him and ran through all 
the facets and complexities of his 
art like a red thread. 

Any exhibition about Eisenstein 
should therefore be considered by 
communists as a major event. In¬ 
deed there is much in this particu¬ 
lar exhibition that challenges us in 
the here and now as well as offer¬ 
ing a deeper understanding of the 
man and his talents Nonetheless 
this docs not mean that it is not 
without flaw. 

Frankly, the basic problem is 
that the organisers of the exhi¬ 
bition are not partisans of the rev- I 
olution. but grandees of the art 
establishment who have no desire 
whatsoever to see a revolution in 
Britain or anywhere else for that 
matter. This is no small point. Be¬ 
cause of it they cannot breathe anv 
life into Eisenstein. The exhi¬ 
bition. despite the wealth of 
material, has a sterile and lifeless 
feel. 

This is hardly surprising. The 
aim of the bourgeoisie is to gut the 
work of revolutionary artists of 
their revolutionary content. The 
Hayward Gallery, consciously or 
unconsciously, aids and abets this 
with their treatment of Eisenstein. 
Once more we see a revolutionary 
artist turned into a harmless — 
though valuable - icon. Like last 
year's showing of Diego Rivera's 
works at the same gallery, the 
Eisenstein exhibition tries to turn a 
revolutionary artist's achievements 
into nothing more than a saleable 
commodity. 

To facilitate this the Hayward 
presentation pushes the personal 
to the fore and leaves the political 
dimension as a secondary ques¬ 
tion. It is Freud not Marx. What 
becomes key in understanding 
Eisenstein is psychology not the 
October Revolution. 

This philistine nonsense is re¬ 
inforced using the book published 
to accompany the exhibition. 
Eisenstein at ninety makes clear 
how the bourgeois art world wants 
to treat him. The article by the 
book’s joint editor, Ian Christie, 
states that he was ‘‘grappling with 
issues which are still ‘live’ in our 
culture”. This is undoubtedly true, 
the task of making our ‘October' is 
the issue which lies at the heart of 
our culture today. And yet Christie 
does not even mention revolution! 
This is like not mentioning the fact 
that Eisenstein was a Russian! 
Christie prefers to dwell on 
Eisenstein’s homosexuality and the 
fraught relationship with his 
father. 

Eisenstein’s recognition that aes¬ 
thetics must be dealt with from a 
dialectical, materialist standpoint 
with the primary aim of guiding the 
spectacular into action is not to the 
taste of the Hayward art bourgeoi¬ 
sie. nor is his vision of making films 
not only for the masses, but also 


about the masses. 

Yet in spite of all its faults the 
exhibition is well worth spending 
time over. It throws light on as¬ 
pects of Eisenstcin’s work which 
had previously been hidden. This 
is particularly the case with his 
drawings. His many wonderful 
caricatures which often depicted 
humans in animal form show why 
in the early 1920s he was con¬ 
sidered one of the most promising 
satirical cartoonists in the Soviet 
Union. Eisenstein developed this 
technique as a film maker, particu¬ 
larly in Strike . where the venal 
characteristics of the agent pro¬ 
vocateurs were brilliantly illus¬ 
trated by superimposing a fox. an 
owl etc on them. 

One of the seven video monitors 
distributed throughout the exhi¬ 
bition showing aspects of his work 
(mostly in a rather facile way) 
points up his work in theatre prior 
to the making of Strike. The acting 
techniques were employed initially 
in agit-prop sketches by workers’ 
theatre groups - big, broad but 
economical movements which our 
own Workers' Theatre Movement 
could learn much from. 

As a complement to the 
Eisenstein exhibition there is a 
showing of the work of Nam June 
Paik. looked upon as the foremost 
video artists in the world today. 
What this makes clear is that al¬ 
though contemporary artists have 
with modern technology enor¬ 
mously powerful instruments in 
their hands, all they can produce is 
art for art's sake. The excitement 
generated by the fast moving 
images has no substance. It is only 
instant effect. This can only but 
lead us to speculate what 
Eisenstein would have done with 
the incredible possibilities offered 
by video. 

We can hardly blame the bour¬ 
geoisie for attempting to appro¬ 
priate our Eisenstein. Indeed, the 
extent to which they want to is 
proof of his genius and world influ¬ 
ence. For example in 1941 in a 
survey in the US listing the persons 
most written about in cinema. 
Eisenstein. a Russian, came 
fourth, ahead of Al Jolson. Mae 
West, DW Griffiths and only be¬ 
hind Chaplin. Douglas Fairbanks 
and Mary Pickford! (This was, of 
course, prior to the cold war. at a 
time when communism exercised 
considerable influence in 
Hollywood). 

The bourgeoisie uses every trick 
under the sun to claim Eisenstein 
as their own. A particularly devi¬ 
ous one is by painting Eisenstein as 
the isolated, individual victim of 
Stalin. It is, of course true, that 
there is a qualitative difference 
between early films like October, 
in which the masses make history, 
and Ivan the Terrible where ‘great’ 
leaders come to the fore. This can 
only be understood in the context 
of the deformations of socialism 
and Stalin’s use of Eisenstein to 
win backward sections of the popu¬ 
lation to the war effort. 

Crocodile tears over his artistic 
anguish should not divert attention 
from the very considerable oppor¬ 
tunities accorded him in the Soviet 
Union. Without hiding the difficul¬ 
ties he faced with the bureaucracy, 
he produced outstanding films in 
the USSR. When he tried to work 
in Hollywood and Mexico, all that 
was produced was frustration. 
There could be no Eisenstein in the 
cinema of the west. 

The failure to develop 
Eisenstein's revolutionary art must 
lie at the doorstep of ‘official com¬ 
munism'. Today ‘official’ Soviet 
art lacks all life, it wallows in sy¬ 
rupy pacifism, its ‘unofficial' art is 
frankly reactionary. What I've 
seen of recent Soviet films and 
plays oozes religious symbolism, 
something which Eisenstein ex¬ 
posed and vilified in every one of 


REVIEWS 


his films. 

In Britain, our young CPGB 
fully understood the worth of 
Eisenstein’s film. In the late 1920s 
it organised secret showings of his 
Battleship Potemkin, which was 
banned by a fearful ruling class. 
Party members were encouraged 
to use art as a weapon in the strug¬ 
gle for revolution. What a contrast 
with the ‘designer’ opportunists 
who use the name of the CPGB 
today. 

The fear which Battleship Po¬ 
temkin caused in the British bour¬ 
geoisie is something we want to sec 
again. This will not be done for its 
own sake, that is simply puerile, 
but because wc begin again to use 
art in the service of revolution. 
This will be the most fitting tribute 
we can pay to our comrade Sergei 
Mikhailovich Eisenstein and his 
work. 

Gavin Kyle 


Shoddy 

nationalism 


Tim Richards, What's so Great 
about Britain? The case for a 
socialist Wales, Cymru Goch, Plaid 
Sosialaidd Cymru, 1988. ppl6. 
pbk, no price. 

WHY review this pamphlet? 
Frankly, not because of its intrinsic 
worth. Tim Richards has produced 
a bad pamphlet. A really bad pam¬ 
phlet. Nonetheless politically the 
publishers, Cymru Goch. are an 
example of the retreat of much of 
the left in Britain into the politics 
of parochialism and despair. That 
is why a review such as this can 
serve a useful purpose. 

Cymru Goch. the Welsh 
Socialist Party, was formed in Sep¬ 
tember 1986 by uniting “ex- 
Socialist Republicans, Plaid 
Cymru. Communist Party and 
other activists” (press release, un¬ 
dated). Richards' pamphlet is 
designed as a platform to present 
their fundamental aim: the sep¬ 
aration of Wales from Britain. This 
is something which apparently will 
lead to the establishment of a 
“Welsh socialist state”. 

This is classic left nationalism. 
Communists fight for the rights of 
all nationalities, we want to see the 
fullest flowering of the Welsh cul¬ 
ture and language. Nevertheless 
while we defend the right of na¬ 
tions to self determination, we ad¬ 
vocate separation of nations only in 
the most exceptional circums¬ 
tances. Even then wc do so only as 
a prerequisite to unity on a higher 
- socialist — level. 

Our starting point is not the na¬ 
tion but the world revolution. 
There is nothing of this in the 
‘socialist’ Richards. Indeed he 
does not seem to have any grasp 
whatsoever of what a nation is and 
the difference between a nation 
(which Wales is not) and a 
nationality (which the Welsh arc). 

Because these elementary con¬ 
cepts seem beyond Richards, it is 
hardly surprising that his pamphlet 
makes up for its lack of rigour with 
half baked leftism (and very British 
reformist leftism at that). 

Richards starts by pompously 
lecturing the “British left" on its 
failure to understand the national 
dimension in British politics. With 
a heavy sigh, he finds it “necessary 
to explain the position of the Brit¬ 
ish state and where Wales fits in”. 
As he refuses to accept Britain is a 
nation consisting of a number of 
nationalities, not least the Welsh, 
Richards can hardly succeed in the 
task he sets himself. Indeed as we 
have indicated he shows that far 
from standing above the British 
left he is a perfect example of its 


political backwardness, nar¬ 
rowness and softness. 

Under the heading of “the 
forces of law and order". Ri¬ 
chards churns out the Little Britain 
position of the likes of Benn that 
“Britain” - one of the world's 
leading imperialist states - is a 
“colony or the USA". Why? Be¬ 
cause of the large number of US 
bases and armed forces personnel 
stationed here (p6). This would 
also make Japan. Federal Ger¬ 
many and Canada colonics. But 
still, even if Wales was the colony 
of a colony (not entirely impossi¬ 
ble) this hardly justifies Richards' 
call for the separation of Wales 
from Britain. 

To prove our contention that 
Cymru Goch is merely a version of 
British reformism here’s another 
quote: 

“The trend away from com¬ 
munity policing has weakened the 
support given by the community 
to policing. Rapid reaction to 
emergency calls results in lighten¬ 
ing raids by patrol cars which 
often appear to be invasions of the 
community who suffer them. The 
antagonism and distrust (sic) 
which the modern police force 
cause by their heavy-handedness 
leads to a vicious circle”. (pp6-7) 
Genuine socialists in Wales, 
such as those who formed the 
CPGB in 1920. have never seen the 
police as a force for good. The 
police arc an arm of the bosses' 
state machine. Whether they drive 
about in armoured cars or on bicy¬ 
cles makes not a jot of difference - 
except that is to left reformists like 
Richards of course. 

For him if we can get more bob¬ 
bies on the beat (with Welsh ac¬ 
cents. of course) every thing w ill be 
hunky-dory. Richards casts himself 
as a left advisor to the police. He is 
not a revolutionary determined to 
smash the dictatorship of the bour¬ 
geoisie with the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. 

There is a tradition of left social 
democratic bombast in Britain. Ri¬ 
chards is a product of it. Hence in 
place of serious argument we are 
given rubbishy claims, such as that 
Britain is a “kind of totalitarian 
government” (p8), that wc live 
under “Thatcher's Third Reich” 
(p!6). all this the product of That- 
cheritc “philosophy" and “beliefs'* 

- in other words the typical wild 
exaggerations of left reformists the 
length and breadth of Britain ... 
Cymru Goch’s case for Welsh 
exceptionism falls. 

The Thatcher government has 
dramatically restructured the ter¬ 
rain of the British class struggle. 
With the collapse of the effective¬ 
ness of reformism, certain of these 
forces, in both Wales and Scot¬ 
land. have retreated into petty 
bourgeois nationalism. Richards 
makes clear the despairing ratio¬ 
nale that underpins this discovery 


of the ‘national element’ in British 
politics: 

“[Thatcher] ... looks likely to 
remain in place well into the 1990s. 
Far from being concerned about 
the divisions she has opened up 
within Britain, Mrs Thatcher is 
perfectly happy with the state of 
affairs so long as she can maintain 
her majority”. (p 10) 

While some sections of labour 
reformism have responded to the 
single minded attacks of Thatcher's 
government by adopting ‘new re¬ 
alism' and open class collaboratio- 
nism. others despaired of ever 
being able to make a dent in the 
Thatchcritc shield. They thus ad¬ 
vocate that Welsh or Scottish 
workers abandon class struggle on 
a British level. Most damning of 
all. however, these so-called 
socialists blame English workers 
for the problems that affect our 
class nationwide. Richards pens 
these truly disgusting words on this 
theme: 

"The fact that the English work¬ 
ing class has flocked to the lories 
is supposed to be quietly forgotten 
... How long are we supposed to 
wait for the English working class 
to catch up with us? The reality Is 
that they are going in the opposite 
direction and it is time that we cut 
loose."(pl5) 

Communists blame the conti¬ 
nued hold of bourgeois ideology - 
reformism - for the backwardness 
of our class, not Englishness. Ri¬ 
chards may rubbish the Labour 
Party as “a truly British party” 
(pl3), but let us not forget that its 
heartlands have always been in 
Wales and Scotland. Ramsay Mac¬ 
Donald. Kier Hardic, Roy Jenkins 
and of course Neil Kinnock. 'truly' 
British politicians to a man ... they 
are also truly' Scottish and Welsh. 

Cymru Goch and their ilk advo¬ 
cate that Welsh workers break 
their ties with their class brothers 
and sisters the other side of the 
Severn bridge, and instead tell us 
that wc “need unity within Wales 
I to] overcome the divisions” 
(pl6). In other words, a cross class 
alliance on the basis of ‘Welsh- 
ness’. 

Strange then that Richards rec¬ 
ognises that the miners' Great 
Strike of 1984-85 was defeated by 
its isolation, and that “its only 
chance of success lay in the unified 
support of the labour movement, 
which failed to deliver." His 'sol¬ 
ution' though is to compound the 
problem. 

How exactly wrenching Welsh 
workers away from proletarians in 
England and attempting to create a 
self sufficient state is meant to be a 
contribution to the liberation of 
humanity remains a mystery. 
Workers, as Marx observed, have 
no country. The liberation of the 
proletariat has to be international 
or it is nothing. 

Ceri Rhys 
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What US workers need is a genuine Communist Party. It will not 
be built through supporting Jesse Jackson and the Democratic 
Party but on the streets and in the workplaces. It will be built to 
smash the bourgeois parties and their system, not to sow 

illusions in them 




A pox on both houses! 


NCORRIGIBLE election 
watchers probably sat up 
till the wee-wee hours of 
the morning on November 
9 waiting on the US Presidential 
election results, and later still to 
listen to the autopsy. I. and no 
doubt most others, made an early 
night of it. But still, the election 
and the political context in which it 
took place has an importance 
which belies all the tacky Las 
Vegas style showmanship and the 
two non-personalities of George 
Bush and Michael Dukakis 

Those political animals who 
might have hoped for the cut and 
thrust of debate between the con¬ 
tenders must have been sorely dis¬ 
appointed in a campaign where 
one of the major issues was the fact 
that Dukakis was considerably 
shorter than his opponent Short- 
arses. it seems, are bad news in the 
eyes of the US electorate. 

But would things have been any 
different if Dukakis had made it 
into the White House? To say the 
least, no. In truth, there was pre¬ 
cious little to choose between the 
candidates. Where there were dif¬ 
ferences - such as on the death 
penalty or abortion — they were 
overshadowed by issues better 
suited to the mass circulation Sun¬ 
day papers' blather on the royals or 
Eastendcrs. There was little 
enough meat' to get one's teeth 
into, when far more united the can¬ 
didates than divided them. Such 
apolitical campaigns are now ac¬ 
cepted fare with the press, whose 
major complaint was that the cast¬ 
ing for the two leading roles was so 
bland. 

Has the election changed any¬ 
thing? Not really. The major dif¬ 
ference between Bush and Reagan 
is that the former has greater apti¬ 
tude but less entertainment value. 
Murdoch's Times trusts that “he 
will do a thorough and competent 
job. if perhaps an unspectacular 
one.” (November 3). For his class, 
that is. 

Of course, the Democrat-domi¬ 
nated Congress and Senate will act 
as a constraint on Bush as it did 
over Reagan, if not more so. In 
short, there's not much to write 
home about vis a vis any radical 
shake up in the White House. 

The political forces underlying 
the election, though, are worth 
studying. The basis of Bush’s vote 
was. according to the Independent, 
“whites, college graduates, “baby 
boomers’ ... young professionals 
... Protestants, salaried workers 
and in rural areas.” (November 9). 
This expansive grouping is roughly 
equivalent to the middle class and 
better off members of the working 
class who have provided a substan¬ 
tial base of electoral support for 
the Tories in Britain in the last 
three elections. In Britain and the 
US these strata have fared reason¬ 
ably well in the past few years. 

There is a flip side to this, how¬ 
ever. Social inequality is the US 
‘boom industry'. Some workers 
might have done alright under 


Reagan. But in the past ten years 
real wages have fallen by over 
10%. The ‘Workfare’ scheme - on 
which F.T in Britain is modelled - 
is a major factor in ensuring this. 

Like in Britain, the brunt of this 
drop has been borne by lower paid 
workers and blacks. Statistics show 
that, whereas unemployment 
among the total US workforce rose 
from 6.7 to 8.4%. among blacks it 
went from 15.6 to 19.5%. Through 
the rhetoric of reverse discrimina¬ 
tion' the Reagan administration 
gave its anti-working class 
offensive a racist cutting edge. 

To a great extent the 55% turn¬ 
out for the election - low in com¬ 
parison with Britain, but higher 
than the last US election - reflects 
a strong disillusionment within the 
worst off sections of the LIS 
workers. Rut the fact that increas¬ 
ing deprivation of many US 
workers is leading to apathy rather 
than class conflict and a radical 
expression of workers' discontent 
indicates a stable and secure ruling 
class. 

This view is further reinforced 
by Reagan's remarkable ability to 
withstand the sort of crises which 
laid the likes of Nixon low ‘The 
teflon president' sailed through the 
bombing of the US marines base in 
the Lebanon in \S3, Contra-gate 
and Iran-gate. and if he and his 
administration did .not exactly 
come out the other end squeaky 
clean', he certainly weathered the 
storm. 

Of course, it cannot be because 
Reagan is anv lightning intellect or 
slick wheeler-dealer The reason is 
that the reactionary offensive car¬ 
ried out by Reagan and his entou¬ 
rage through the eighties has 
welded a strong national consensus 
between the ruling bourgeoisie and 
other sections of the US popu¬ 
lation. not least the working class. 
What in the early and mid-seven¬ 
ties would have - and did throw 
the bourgeoisie into fratricidal pa¬ 
roxysms hardly ruffled Reagan’s 
bryliantine-sculptured hair. 

Reagan's ideological 'brief was 
to reverse the ‘Vietnam syn¬ 
drome'. The defeat at the hands of 
the Vietnamese revolution in 1975 
and its ailing economy left the US 
ruling class in desperate need of a 
tonic. As the Wall Street Journal 
remarked: “The 1970s arc taking 
on an eerie resemblance to the 
1930s ... At the risk of being melo¬ 
dramatic. today we see the world 
order coming unglued ... The spi¬ 
ral into disorder can be averted 
only if the US starts to assert itself 
again.” (February 21 1979). 

This has been achieved in the 
1980s. through such acts as the 
bombing of Libya or the Gulf 
intervention, underscored with the 
odd "evil empire" speech. It may 
seem to some that Rambo has re¬ 
placed Henry Kissinger as the US 
model international statesman. 
Unsubtic though this is. it has 
worked for the ruling class. These 
developments ensured Bush’s vic¬ 
tory. and were of far more signifi¬ 


cance than the Republican slander 
campaign or the fact that Bush 
stands taller in his jockey shorts 
than the wee Dukakis. 

But. if the Republicans can 
claim success on the ideological 
level, the economy is something 
different altogether. Since the end 
of the 'mini-recession' in 1982 it 
has kept afloat only by a massive 
foreign debt. Like it or not, 'Rca- 
ganist’ prosperity has been 
founded on selling the future, the 
OECD forecast for the US current 
account balance for 1989 puts it in 
the red by 132 billion dollars, in 
comparison with Japan's 80 billion 
surplus. And. in trying to reverse 
this, all that can be done is to 
weaken sectors of domestic indus¬ 
try and hit out at workers' living 
standards on an ever greater scale. 
Obviously, this will provoke in¬ 
creased conflict domestically. 

The growth rate of the US econ¬ 
omy is declining too; from 2.9% in 
1986 to a projected 2.5% in 1989. 
Compare this with Japan's growth 
of 2.4% to 3.75% per annum in the 
same period and things look very 
bleak, with inflation creeping for¬ 
ward to add to these problems. 
George Bush may don a leather 
headband, flex his pecs and bomb 
the hell out of another small Arab 
state, but this can't resolve the 
sharpening contradictions in the 
economy. Sooner or later the 
whole thing will blow, and the road 
is far from smooth now. 

This was implicitly acknowl¬ 
edged by the Wall Street Journal 
last year: "Mr Reagan aimed to 
reverse half a century of history, 
but in important ways the world 
still works pretty much the same 
way it did when he came to office.” 
(October 16 1987). Read in the 
light of the previous quotation 
from this paper, we may surmise 
that the US ruling class is none too 
secure. 

Such circumstances dictate a 
furthering of the ‘Rcaganist’ pro¬ 
ject: more attacks on the working 
class domestically and an increas¬ 
ingly aggressive stance inter¬ 
nationally. For the American 
bourgeoisie there is precious little 
choice. It is Bush's greater willing¬ 
ness to pursue such a course, the 
fact that this makes him better 
suited to the tasks of the day than 
his adversary, which ensured him 
victory - indeed, it was the Re¬ 
publicans who dictated the political 
terrain on which the election took 
place, much the same way as do 
the Tories in Britain. 

Looking at this situation in the 
presidential elections, the essen¬ 
tially bipartisan approach of the 
contenders, and the lack of econ¬ 
omic and political manoeuvring 
space for whoever won. it is 
interesting to sec the attitude of 
the left in the US to this. 

In Britain the left is plagued by 
the 'lesser of two evils’ approach. 
Taking a completely ahistorical 
approach to the tactic adopted by 
the communists in the early '20s. to 
vote for the Labour Party to ex¬ 


pose it. many leftists still urge a 
vote for Kinnock's party because 
“it's better than the Tories". If in 
Britain our movement has a bad 
dose of this anti-Marxist rubbish, 
the US left has a chronic case. 

Initially, the left dived on the 
Jesse Jackson bandwagon in the 
contest for the Democratic presi¬ 
dential candidate. To justify this, 
the Communist Party of the USA 
and others painted Jackson as 
some crusader for workers' rights, 
battling the forces of monopoly 
capital. “Victory to Jackson - Vic¬ 
tory to the Working Class" cried 
the banner headline of Rally Com¬ 
rades'. the paper of the Com¬ 
munist Labour Party (a group well 
to the left of the CPUSA) in May 
1988. Given the strength of bour¬ 
geois ideology in the US. this is 
taken as self evident rather than 
proven. 

It was argued by many sections 
of the left that the Jackson 
campaign (the National Rainbow 
Coalition) would undermine the 
two party system, giving rise to a 
radical mass alternative. The rad¬ 
ical independent Guardian weekly 
newspaper justified this stand thus: 
“With its working class perspective 
and constituency, the Jesse Jack- 
son campaign is certain to sharpen 
the class contradiction within the 
Democratic Party ... This process 
will help lay the basis for the left's 
longer term goal: the development 
of an independent, anti-capitalist 
political movement. In the 
meantime, blacks and other 
oppressed groups, workers and 
their allies are gaining important 
experience struggling for empo¬ 
werment in the electoral arena.” 
(quoted in Proletarian Revolution 
No.32). 

The reality is somewhat diffe¬ 
rent. Jackson's appearance on the 
odd picket-line and platform of this 
or that worthy cause docs not a 
working class politician make. 
Though there is no denying that he 
stands to the left of the principle 
candidates, his stand is still an 
unambiguously bourgeois one. Fie 
holds some extremely reactionary 
positions in places. For instance. 
Jackson has jumped on board the 
reactionary 'anti-drug' crusade. 

In Britain similar political stand¬ 
points have provided covers for in¬ 
creased raids on the homes of 
black people under the guise of 
combating ‘Yardies’. In- the US it 
has led Jackson into supporting 
tougher anti-immigration measures 
on the Mexican border. He is a 
strong supporter of import con¬ 
trols; in other words, a conventio¬ 
nal bourgeois protectionist. And 
let's not forget his preface of ‘Rev¬ 
erend’. His moral code fits his title. 
There is nothing proletarian about 
Jackson. Aside from the rhetoric, 
there is precious little that is rad¬ 
ical about him. His pink tinge is 
obviously useful, as proved by the 
eagerness with which US lefties 
fawn before him. 

The ‘‘experience struggling for 
empowerment in the electoral 


arena” is experience in unambigu¬ 
ously bourgeois politics. Rather 
than his challenge being a chal¬ 
lenge to the establishment, as the 
left argues, it reinforces it. Why 
so? What in effect the Rainbow- 
Coalition is doing is channelling 
the most radical elements of the 
working class and oppressed in the 
US into the Democratic Party. 
Supporting Jackson's campaign has 
been used by ‘communists' to put 
off the task of constructing an inde¬ 
pendent proletarian alternative. 
Discontent, instead of being inde¬ 
pendently organised and wielded, 
was channelled into the safe forum 
of the Democratic Party where it is 
safely stifled. 

The logic of this position was 
most clearly drawn out by the 
erstwhile Maoists who produce the 
Line of March journal and the 
Frontline fortnightly paper: they 
called for “direct involvement in 
the political struggle internal to 
the Democratic F’artv” (Line of 
March. Winter 1987-88, p52). In 
effect, the liquidation of any inde¬ 
pendent proletarian stand. 

The CPUSA went from support¬ 
ing Jackson in the Democrat candi¬ 
date contest down the slippery 
slope to supporting Dukakis 
against Bush. Would those CPBers 
and NCPers who so admire the 
CPUSA tell us how the line advo¬ 
cated by this party — and read by 
readers of the Morning Star in 
articles in election week by Tim 
Wheeler. Washington correspon¬ 
dent of the CPUSA’s Peoples 
Daily World - is any different to 
the tactical voting advocated by 
Eric Hobsbawm in Marxism Today 
before the last British general elec¬ 
tion? 

“The alternative of supporting 
the Democratic ticket in 1988 is 
determined by the absence of any 
meaningful, historically significant 
alternative.” said Frontline, in its 
August 29 edition, urging a vote 
for Dukakis. But the fact is that no 
alternative can be built by chasing 
after the Democrats. In fact, such 
a standpoint guarantees that no 
alternative can be built. Instead of 
“opening up" the Democratic 
Party, the most advanced sections 
of the working class are trans¬ 
formed from a revolutionary, if 
small and fragmentary, movement 
into a radical appendage to the lib¬ 
eral bourgeoisie, with other 
w-orkers urged to follow on behind. 

The only way to build a mass 
proletarian communist alternative 
is to reject such a view - in fact, to 
openly confront it. In the 1920s 
this was done by the CPUSA. 
Unfortunately this once proud 
party has collapsed into oppor¬ 
tunism since then. 

What the US working class and 
oppressed need is a genuine Com¬ 
munist Party. It will be built on the 
streets and in the workplaces, not 
in the Democratic Party. It will be 
built to smash the bourgeois par¬ 
ties and their system, not to sow 
illusions in them. 

Sean Quinn 






















Forging the weapon 

This is an edited version of comrade Jack Conrad’s speech 


D EAR COMRADES and friends, we 
meet today to celebrate the anniver¬ 
sary of the Great October Revolution 
and the anniversary of the The Lenin¬ 
ist. As is our tradition we celebrate these 
achievements not with empty rhetoric, as does 
‘official communism', but by considering 
important questions of the day and facing up 
to our tasks as communists. 

I would like to deal with three main topics: 
problems in the socialist countries - in par¬ 
ticular in the Soviet Union, the political situ¬ 
ation in Britain and thirdly our organisation. 

1. Bureaucratic socialism is in 
crisis 

1.1. A few comments on 
Poland 

Comrades, as you know our bourgeois media 
is gleefully reporting the words of Rakowski, 
the prime minister of socialist Poland. He has 
made a great song and dance about his admir¬ 
ation of Mrs Thatcher’s success in curbing the 
power of trade unions in Britain and has 
stated that he "would very much like to he a 
pupil in her school’'. 

How is this for any sort of communist to 
speak? And why do ‘official communists', like 
the Morning Star, keep quiet on this? We say 
they are duty bound to come out with their 
view's in front of the working class. 

For us, indeed for any genuine communist, 
Rakowski's outrageous praising of Thatcher is 
proof positive that official communism' is 
morally bankrupt. Those who play dumb, re¬ 
fuse to report, let alone deal with Rakowski's 
statements also prove their bankruptcy. 

The fact is that there is not a trace of prolet¬ 
arian internationalism in the leadership of the 
Polish state - the understanding that the 
workers of the world arc engaged in the same 
struggle, that in the last analysis socialism in 
Poland can only survive through the active 
identification, solidarity and assistance of the 
world proletariat and the extension of the 
world revolution. Indeed until the world rev¬ 
olution is completed, and we have a World 
Union of Socialist States, victories in this or 
that country can only be partial. 

In other words a factor in ensuring that the 
victory of socialism in Poland is made final, 
irreversible and complete is winning workers 
in Britain to see Poland as theirs. 

In this light what are British workers to 
make of a 'communist' who wants to be a 
pupil of Thatcher? Militant workers in our 
country hate Thatcher in a way no British 
prime minister has been hated for many, 
many decades. Wc know her for the govern¬ 
ment's anti-trade union laws, the banning of 
unions at GCHQ, the crushing of the miners' 
Great Strike, her anti-Soviet warmongering, 
her poll tax. her massive hand outs to the rich 
and the doubling of the number forced onto 
the dole. Workers in Britain who have been 
subjected to Thatcherism first hand have no 
wish to see it imposed on others. They can 
only be alienated from a government which 
calls itself socialist and yet wishes to import 
Thatcherism. 

Likewise what are British workers to make 
of communists in a socialist state who have 
lost all support of the working class? If only all 
that the bourgeois media has been reporting 
of Thatcher's visit to Poland were lies. Yet as 
we know Poles enthusiastically welcomed 
Thatcher as she went on her royal walka¬ 
bouts. In fact the reception was rapturous. 

Of course, what drew the Polish masses to 
Thatcher wasn't so much details of her dom¬ 
estic policies in Britain. What the Poles loved 
about Thatcher was her notorious anti-com¬ 
munism. And not just peasants and intellec¬ 
tuals but workers too. At the Lenin shipyard 
in Gdansk she was greeted by workers not 
with the ‘Maggie, Maggie, Maggie ... Out. 
Out, Out’ slogan she has got so used to hear¬ 
ing from workers in Britain but Down with 
Communism' and ‘Commies out'. What a 
condemnation of the ‘official communist' 
leadership in Poland! 


It is no exaggeration to say that ‘official 
communism’ has not learnt from history. In¬ 
deed it is no exaggeration to say that ‘official 
communism’ cannot learn from history. For 
over thirty years now socialism in Poland has 
been suffering crisis after crisis But 1970 was 
not simply a repeat of 1956. and 1980 was not 
simply a repeat of 1976. Crises in Poland are 
occurring in j downward spiral. Each crisis 
has been worse than the one before. 

In 1956 the workers were demanding 
socialist democracy, in 1980 they deserted the 
CRZZ. the official trade union, and flocked 
into Solidarnose, an organisation whose 
leadership makes Labourites like Eric Ham¬ 
mond and Roy Lynk seem like raving leftists. 

The reason Solidarnose had between 8 to 10 
million members and remains a powerful 
opposition force is not because workers in 
Poland are historically backward. Poland’s 
proletarian movement has a long and proud 
history, producing Rosa Luxemburg. Felix 
Dzerzhinsky and many other fine revolutiona¬ 
ries. 

Poland's workers have time and time again 
had their trust betrayed. They have been left 
angered and demoralised by the countless fail¬ 
ures by the ‘official communists' at the head of 
the Polish party and state to stand bv their 
promise to democratise the country. Such 
promises, as the workers have learnt from 
bitter experience, are worthless. They were 
made not to be put into practice but only to 
defuse discontent. Such an approach has 
nothing to do with genuine communism - but 
that does not matter in the minds of Polish 
workers. For them communists are liars, their 
words are not to be believed. From this poi¬ 
soned soil Solidarnose grew. 

We supported the banning of Solidarnose in 
1981 because of the imminent danger of coun¬ 
terrevolution. Solidarnose, which came into 
existence due to legitimate working class 
grievances, had qdopted a programme of capi¬ 
talist restoration and things were unquestio¬ 
nably sliding into chaos. Emergency measures 
were required. Jaruzclski's military govern¬ 
ment could, though, only be a short term 
solution. We emphasised in The Leninist No.2 
that the declaration of martial law and the use 
of coercion could only provide a breathing 
space. We went on to say that unless there 
was a break with bureaucratic methods, and a 
turn towards a genuinely communist pro¬ 
gramme, it would only be a matter of time 
before Poland again plunged into crisis. 

Can it be said that there has been a break 
from bureaucratic methods since 1981? No it 
cannot. As a consequence Poland’s problems 
have become ever more deep, ever more 
dangerous. 

After all why did Jaruzelski invite Thatcher 
to visit Poland? Why did he give Solidarnose 
the perfect opportunity to reassert its strength 
by agreeing to her precondition for the visit 
that a meeting with Lech Walesa would be 
allowed? 

Frankly it's because the Polish economy is 
in a worse mess than ever. Industry and agri¬ 
culture arc stagnant, as are the masses' living 
standards. Jaruzelski and his prime minister 
Rakowski only have one remedy for this. It is 
to restructure the economy at the expense of 
the working class. The closing of the Lenin 
shipyards is only meant to be the first of many 
such steps. A Thatcher visit would, it was 
hoped, lend this de-industrialisation pro¬ 
gramme the legitimacy the Polish government 
could not give it. More than that, in return for 
letting Thatcher ‘interfere in the internal 
affairs of Poland’ it was apparently believed 
that she would see to it that the burden of debt 
owed to western countries would be lessened 
through the rescheduling of repayments. 

Thatcher completely outmanoeuvered the 
Polish leadership. All she gave in return for 
boosting her standing as a world leader were 
her usual banal, philistine lectures on the mar¬ 
vels of capitalism and the market. She also 
implied that unless Poland took measures to 
further boost capitalism she would do nothing 
to help with the debt problem. Showing his 
gratitude for all this Jaruzelski went beyond 
what diplomatic protocol demanded and per¬ 
sonally went to the airport to see her off. 


W'hat all this shows is that ‘official com¬ 
munism' in Poland is in profound crisis. This 
cannot be denied. Nor can it be denied that 
this crisis is not confined to Poland. All 
socialist countries based on the Soviet model 
face to a greater or lesser degree the same 
crisis. Living socialism is being eaten by can¬ 
cer from within. Other than Poland this is 
most pronounced in Hungary and Yugoslavia. 

But can it be said that the Soviet Union. 
Bulgaria. Czechoslovakia. Romania and the 
German Democratic Republic are immune 
from the Polish. Hungarian or Yugoslav ‘dis¬ 
ease - ? No it cannot. 

Certainly, looking at the clashes in Armenia 
and the dramatic growth of nationalistic Popu¬ 
lar Fronts in Estonia. Latvia and Lithuania - 
which have the ‘blessing’ of the local com¬ 
munist leaderships - anti demands for a simi¬ 
lar set up in Byelorussia, it is clear that we are 
dealing with an epidemic. 

1.2. The Soviet Union and 
Gorbachevism 

Our bourgeoisie, its media, its politicians and 
academia are overjoyed by developments in 
the socialist countries. Whether usjhe Econ¬ 
omist or Marxism Today - representing the 
left and right of mainstream bourgeois 
thought — the message is the same: Gorba¬ 
chev's perestroika proves that central plan¬ 
ning has failed and that the market is the key 
to human happiness. We disagree. 

The market is a historically transient fea¬ 
ture of human society. It goes hand in hand 
with classes, exploitation, ruinous economic 
crashes and poverty. To worship the market is 
akin to primitive peoples worshipping volca¬ 
nos and other devastating, uncontrollable, 
forces of nature. The future of mankind lies 
not with the market but with communism. 

Planning lies at the very heart of com¬ 
munism. It is the vehicle that will take man¬ 
kind from the deprivations of capitalism to 
abundance. Through the triumph of the law of 
planning over the law of the market we will at 
last be able to master social laws and produce 
for the first time fully developed, truly human 
beings. It is not central planning which has 
failed but the bureaucratic form. It is bureau¬ 
cratic socialism which is in crisis, not com¬ 
munism. And naturally this crisis finds its 
sharpest expression in live Soviet Union. 

Naturally so, because the Soviet Union is 
the world revolutionary centre, ie the country 
where the class struggle of the proletariat has 
reached its highest form. The Soviet Union is 
the leading socialist country, the country 
where bureaucratic socialism originated and 
whose model other socialist countries have 
copied. 

According to Gorbachev the USSR was. 
during the latter Brezhnev years, in a "pre- 
crisis situation". This is true. Yet the so-called 
New Economic Mechanism and perestroika 
has not pulled the Soviet Union back from the 
brink. His ‘reforms' have only made matters 
worse. And unless he is stopped Gorbachev 
will plunge the Soviet Union into a full blown 
crisis. 

Being a crafty politician, knowing the enor¬ 
mous respect and love the Soviet people have 
for the heritage of Leninism, Gorbachev has 
attempted to equate his NEM with Lenin’s 
New Economic Policy of the early 1920s. The 
resemblance is purely superficial. 

Yes, NEP involved making concessions to 
capitalism. In the countryside commodity pro¬ 
duction w’as allowed free reign. This saw 
growing social divisions; the development of 
the kulaks (a class of small capitalists) and the 
relative pauperisation of the poor peasants. 
The situation in industry was similar. Foreign 
monopolies were offered huge concessions in 
Siberia, state capitalism was encouraged and, 
while the spivs and Nepmen flourished, 
workers’ real wages declined as inflation 
soared. 

Lenin and the Soviet government allowed 
these developments because the dictatorship 
of the proletariat itself was in mortal danger 
The losses incurred in the civil war, and be¬ 


fore that in World War I. had left the Russian 
economy in ruins. Unless action was taken to 
revive trade the revolutionary alliance 
between the proletariat and the peasant mass 
would have shattered. Lenin's answer was 
NEP. 

He made no bones about it whatsoever: 
NEP was a retreat, a temporary retreat but a 
retreat nonetheless. Lenin was also perfectly 
aware that as well as this retreat necessitating 
the voluntary curbing of struggles within the 
Party, it was also absolutely essential to en¬ 
sure that the working class was equipped with 
the means to defend itself against the negative 
consequences of NEP. 

As a result Lenin saw to it that the working 
class composition of the Party was streng¬ 
thened Petty bourgeois and careerist ele¬ 
ments were purged and after a bitter struggle 
with Trotsky and Bukharin the principle of 
trade union independence from the state was 
established. Only through such measures, 
argued Lenin, could the proletariat protect 
itself against its own state, w hich in conditions 
ot NEP would be even further bureaucratised 
and removed from its direct control. 

Having seen what NEP was. let us outline 
precisely why we say Gorbachev's NEM is 
fundamentally unlike it. 

I It has been introduced in very different 
historical circumstances. The Soviet economy 
has experienced decades of sustained growth. 
It is hardly in ruins. Its Gross National Prod¬ 
uct is still the second largest on the planet and 
there is no immediate threat of the regime 
collapsing. In other words there is no unavoi¬ 
dable necessity of retreating before the forces 
of capitalism. 

2. Even if this were not the case Gorbachev 
has not taken any measures at all to ensure 
that the proletarian composition of the Party 
is strengthened - quite the reverse, in fact. 
Gorbachev wants to liquidate the CPSU as a 
working class party. And of course. Gorba¬ 
chev is doing nothing to equip the working 
class with the means to defend itself against 
the negative consequences of perestroika, let 
alone against the state. 

5. Lastly, Gorbachev shows none of Lenin's 
honesty. Where Lenin openly admitted that 
NEP was a retreat and would have dangerous 
and harmful consequences, Gorbachev pro¬ 
jects perestroika as the dawn of some sort of 
golden age. 

Hence, apart from the packaging Gorba¬ 
chev has given it. his NEM/perestroika has a 
completely different content to the NEP of 
the 1920s. So what is Gorbachev's programme 
if it is not a necessary and painful, but tactical 
and temporary, retreat? Everything we know 
about the transitional nature of socialism, the 
bureaucratic deformations in Soviet socialism 
and the personality of Gorbachev tells us that 
the danger of capitalist restoration is growing. 
Indeed wc would say that the logic of the 
technocratic wing of the bureaucracy around 
Gorbachev is to restore capitalism. This is 
Gorbachev’s hidden agenda. Already, under 
the cloak of attacking Stalin, the technocracy 
is going all out to strengthen the elements of 
capitalism which by force of circumstance per¬ 
sist under socialism. 

It is very significant that in order to give this 
a theoretical underpinning Nicolai Bukharin 
has been rehabilitated. Lengthy articles have 
appeared in Pravda, the central organ of the 
CPSU. lauding Bukharin and pointing out the 
similarity of his political platform - outlined 
for example in his Notes of an economist - 
and Gorbachev's perestroika. This contains 
elements of truth. Nevertheless it also con¬ 
tains an element of slander ... against Bukha¬ 
rin. 

Of course, we Leninists stand opposed to 
Bukharin’s political platform which saw NEP 
type policies carrying on way beyond their 
useful life. At the same time wc never be¬ 
lieved the charges levelled against him. He 
was never a Nazi agent or anything like that. 
Long before Gorbachev we openly called for 
his name to be cleared and his works to be 
republished. Yet what is going on in the So¬ 
viet Union is no matter of putting to right past 
wrongs. 

Bukharin's politics were, until recently, cor- 
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rectly characterised by the CPSU as rightist. It 
was not so much because he wanted to roll 
back the limited economic frontiers of 
socialism. More that he proposed to advance 
along the road to communism at a danger¬ 
ously slow pace. It his policies had been put in 
practice, the CPSU insisted, not only would 
we have seen the forces of capitalism grow 
ever more powerful but the USSR’s industry 
would have remained feeble. Taken together, 
this would have made capitalist restoration 
easier, either through internal counterrevolu¬ 
tion or outside intervention. 

So we say Gorbachev's programme is to the 
right of Bukharin’s. Under the banner of pe¬ 
restroika Gorbachev is selling revolutions 
Not only the "unpopular’ (we arc talking 
about western public opinion here) Afghan 
revolution but also "popular' revolutionary 
struggles such as South Africa. 

Internally there is much talk of democracy. 
But this amounts to little more than the cre¬ 
ation of a Duma-like parliament and freedom 
for fascists to march along the streets of Len¬ 
ingrad. On the economic front plans have 
been announced to sell shares in state enter¬ 
prises anil create a stock market. And moves 
arc already afoot to gut the five year plan. 

This is far beyond anything Bukharin pro¬ 
posed. Gorbachev has also gone beyond Buk¬ 
harin in not only criticising the methods used 
to collectivise agriculture, but questioning col¬ 
lectivisation itself. Gorbachev proposes to 
break up the cooperative farms (restore capi¬ 
talism in the countryside) and lease parcels of 
land for 50 years to ‘family units'. 

The principle that the Soviet state exercises 
a monopoly on foreign trade has already been 
junked. Now there arc suggestions that 
western companies be allowed to have a 
majority share ownership in joint enterprises 
in the Soviet Union and have the right to 
appoint the management and repatriate most 
of the profits. To ease this integration of the 
Soviet economy into western markets it is also 
proposed to make the rouble freely converti¬ 
ble in the world’s currency markets in the 
1990s. 

These are hardly petty concessions to capi¬ 
talism. Taken along with the fact that the 
working class in the Soviet Union only acts as 
a ruling class in a formal sense, the planks in 
Gorbachev's "reform" programme make up 
between them a basis for the qualitative 
strengthening of the forces of capitalism. Gor¬ 
bachev is a Russian version of Dubchek. Con¬ 
ditions are now much more fertile for 
capitalism to grow from below ... and. per¬ 
haps more importantly, from above. 

The bureaucrats who used to have to bury 
their lens of thousands of roubles amassed in 
bribes will be able to turn their ill gotten gains 
into capital. Corruption in the Soviet Union 
can be used, as it is in many so-called Third 
World countries, as a form of what Marx 
called primitive capitalist accumulation. 

Certainly in the short term it is crystal clear 
what Gorbachev’s ‘reforms’ will produce. We 
need only look at the situation in China, Po¬ 
land. Yugoslavia and Hungary to see what 
Gorbachevism has in store for the Soviet 
Union. With these living examples of market 
socialism before our very eyes, at best all that 
perestroika will provide is a short term boost 
for agriculture along with growing social ine¬ 
quality. massive inflation, and yes, unemploy¬ 
ment. This is anti-Sovietism. 

It is of no surprise to us then that Gorba¬ 
chev complains that his programme has failed 
to win the support of the working class. Nor ts 
it a surprise to us that his solution for over¬ 
coming working class hostility is pure 
Thatcherism. It is planned to issue workers 
special shares in the enterprises in which they 
work! 

The heroic class that made the October 
Revolution is supposed to own Soviet industry 
already. What right has Gorbachev to sell 
shares in working class state property? We say 
no right whatsoever! 

This privatisation is not the same as what is 
going on in Britain. Here state property i-. not 
the collective property of the population but 
of the bourgeoisie. It is theirs to do with what 
they will. Our concern in Britain is not what 
form capitalist ownership takes but workers’ 
jobs, wages and conditions. This is not the 
case in the Soviet Union. The bureaucracy in 
the Soviet Union docs not own state property. 

It has no legal property rights over it. In spite 
of this, ‘official communists’ in Britain, who 
like to think things in our country like the 
electricity, coal and water industries belong to 
the ‘people’, do not raise a murmur in protest 
against what is going on in the Soviet Union. 
This is worse than double standards! 


Leninists are sure that the Soviet working 
class will reject Gorbachev's miserable That- 
cherite sop with the contempt it deserves. It 
will ensure that what is meant to be its own 
really becomes its own. And no doubt in the 
course of this it will deal in the appropriate 
way with those who seek to privatise working 
class collective property. 

1.3. Gorbachev, Stalin and 
the role of the individual in 
history 

It is pretty obvious that Gorbachev's ‘reforms’ 
will do the Soviet Union no good at all. In fact 
they will do great harm. Given this, some will 
simply conclude that Gorbachev is stupid. 
Obviously this is not the case. Gorbachev is a 
highly educated, politically experienced and 
relatively cultured technocrat. 

So why is he doing what he is doing? The 
answer to this can only be found in what has 
been called the role of the individual in his¬ 
tory. We, of course, understand full well that 
the masses make history. But. as Plekhanov in 
particular showed, outstanding individuals 
make a vital contribution, particularly at deci¬ 
sive moments. 

Take Stalin. Although his leadership of the 
Communist Party in the Soviet Union led to a 
qualitative break with the Party's politics and 
practices under Lenin, this did not stop him 
playing to some degree a progressive, if con¬ 
tradictory. role. For all his faults and mis¬ 
takes. his championing of bureaucratic 
socialism, nothing should be allowed to 
detract from the positive developments in the 
Soviet Union in the decades during which 
Joseph Vissarionovich Stalin led the USSR. 

Certainly without the First five year plan 
and the four years taken, without the deter¬ 
mined drive for collectivisation and industria¬ 
lisation in the 1930s, the Soviet Union would 
have gone down to Nazi Germany. Instead - 
as a result of Stalin’s far sightedness and the 
resulting socialist economic powerhouse be¬ 
hind the Red Army — the guts were ripped 
out of the Nazi war machine. Because of this 
the conditions were created for the establish¬ 
ment of a string of socialist states in Eastern 
Europe and the emergence of the Soviet 
Union as the second most powerful country 
on earth. To say the least, this achievement 
owed not a little to Stalin. This cannot be 
denied. 

But before continuing with Stalin and Gor¬ 
bachev let us take a brief detour. 

In comparison to the genuinely great - and 
often ruthless and bloody — leaders of Britain 
and the United States in the past, such as 
Oliver Cromwell or George Washington, the 
supposed great leaders of Britain and the 
USA in our day, Thatcher and Reagan, are 
pygmies. They have no revolutionary culture, 
no ability to make bold, decisive and original 
political moves. The difference is not to be 
found merely in the upbringing and life 
experience of individuals. Neither is it to be 
found in class. 

Cromwell and Washington, Thatcher and 
Reagan, come from the same bourgeois sta¬ 
ble. The difference is that this class which was 
once revolutionary has now become irretrie¬ 
vably reactionary. Where the bourgeoisie 
once represented a force to free the forces of 
production, now it stands as a block on devel¬ 
opment. In the last analysis this is what pre¬ 
vents leaders of the bourgeoisie playing any 
sort of progressive role in society. 

There arc lessons to be learnt here about 
the Soviet Union. 

Compared to Stalin, Gorbachev is a pygmy. 
Like the representatives of moribund capital¬ 
ism, Gorbachev has no progressive role. His 
‘reforms’ will not liberate the forces of pro¬ 
duction. They will further hold them back. 
His attacks on Stalin are a cover for attacks on 
socialism itself. 

In this context against Gorbachev we obvi¬ 
ously defend the Stalin of the five year plans, 
the Stalin of collectivisation, the Stalin of 
industrialisation, the Stalin of World War 11 
and the Stalin of the spread of socialism into 
Eastern Europe. We proudly and unhesitat¬ 
ingly defend the forward march of socialism 
over which Stalin presided. Gorbachev uses 
Stalin's mistakes and yes, crimes to slander 
and undermine his achievements and the 
achievements of socialism itself. We will not 
be party to such anti-Sovietism. 

The reactionary role of Gorbachev is. of 
course, not merely the result of personal attri¬ 
butes. As we have said before it is the result of 


the bureaucracy running out of all progressive 
possibilities. Because it cannot and will not 
abolish itself, this stratum now stands as a 
block to the further development of the pro¬ 
ductive forces. Gorbachevism proves that 
today the bureaucracy has no answers for the 
Soviet Union except capitalistic ones. 

It is therefore no surprise to us whatsoever 
that Gorbachev has had praise heaped upon 
him from almost every strand of bourgeois 
opinion. Where this causes us to ask the most 
searching questions, ‘official communism' has 
been swept along by what the western media 
calls Gorbymania. We Leninists will stand 
against this tide, even if this means suffering 
temporary isolation. Gorbachevism is a pass¬ 
ing phenomenon. It will go the same way as 
Bernsteinism, Kautskyism. Eurocommunism 
and other opportunist fads. 

There can be no question that Gorbachev is 
a conscious agent of history. He is no prolet¬ 
arian revolutionary using the forces of capital¬ 
ism in the short term in order to strengthen 
socialism in the long term, like Lenin. 

As a man Gorbachev no doubt sincerely 
believes that his "reforms’ will save the USSR. 
This is not the point though. The technocratic 
wing of the bureaucracy which he heads 
objectively stands as a threat to the survival of 
the USSR. That is what is important. 

The further development of the economy 
demands that the whole bureaucratic supers¬ 
tructure of Soviet society is transformed 
through what communists call a political revol¬ 
ution. That is a revolution which will, as Eng¬ 
els said, forcibly transform the bureaucracy 
from the master of society into its servant. 
This will create the conditions for discarding 
the worst lumber of the state and result in a 
dramatic upturn of economic growth rates. 

The fate of the USSR hangs on Soviet 
workers making a political revolution. For 
unless there is a successful political revol¬ 
ution. the only alternative is a return to capi¬ 
talism via internal counterrevolution or, as a 
consequence of permanent stagnation, a 
counterrevolutionary external intervention. 

In his book. Perestroika, and in other works 
and speeches. Gorbachev claims he is leading 
a revolution, variously described as a revol¬ 
ution without guns, a second revolution, a 
revolution from above and yes, a political 
revolution. Transparently this is not the case. 
Nonetheless the fact that he uses such lang¬ 
uage goes to show that a real political revol¬ 
ution has come onto the agenda in the Soviet 
Union. 

Bureaucratic relations in society have cer¬ 
tainly come into profound conflict with the 
further development of the material pro¬ 
ductive forces, ie there is a pressing objective 
need for revolution. 

Such a revolution will not come from above 
but below. It will have as its first task the 
introduction of genuine socialist democracy. 
This will go far beyond anything Gorbachev 
proposes. 

Among other things, workers and collective 
farm workers will have the right to form soviet 
parties and bear arms through a workers’ mili¬ 
tia equipped with the most advanced wea¬ 
ponry. There will, of course, be free and open 
elections to soviet institutions. Bureaucratic 
privileges will be abolished and no state 
official will be paid more than the average 
worker. A political revolution will also mean 
democracy in the workplaces, workers’ con¬ 
trol will develop over every area of production 
and managers will be subject to election and 
recall. These are the fundamental features of 
democracy under socialism - what is objec¬ 
tively necessary. 

For only with socialist democracy, the 
democracy of the working class, can socialist 
society move forward towards communism. A 
socialist society in which the working class 
increasingly rules directly will again show 
through its rapid ccomonic growth, rich and 
dynamic culture and unshakable confidence in 
the future that it is a higher form of social 
organisation than capitalism, indeed that it is 
the first chapter in the history of human free¬ 
dom and human fulfilment. 


1.4. The future 

It is our duty as proletarian internationalists 
and communists to speak openly against Gor¬ 
bachevism. The working class movement has 
no need for those who are only wise after 
events, those who now denounce the likes of 
Stalin and Brezhnev, yet never did so while 
they were alive. 

Having said that, our biggest contribution 


to defending the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries is Fighting to advance the 
world revolution by making revolution in Bri¬ 
tain. Today most socialist countries are econ¬ 
omically still backward. Through spreading 
the world revolution and through the triumph 
of working class power in advanced countries 
socialism will start to show its vast potential. 

Truly, socialism is international or it is 
nothing. National boundaries are increasingly 
a barrier to the development of production. 
The world economy exists but is held back by 
the fetter that is capitalism and the existence 
of nation states. What is required is world 
political unity; this can only be realised in the 
form of a World Union of Socialist States. 

Because capitalism produces for profit not 
for need, production cannot advance to its full 
potential. This is clearly seen today. With 
computers, biotechnology, nuclear power, ro¬ 
bots. lasers, space stations etc we have the 
means to solve all the world's pressing prob¬ 
lems now. We could feed the world ten or 
twenty times over, transform living standards 
of everyone — not only those living on the 
margin in the so-called Third World - and 
create a true civilisation. 

But what does capitalism - which still 
dominates the world economy — promise? 
Pollution, economic crisis, unemployment, 
pauperisation, starvation and above all 
nuclear war, that’s what. Unless we get rid of 
it capitalism will plunge humanity into yet 
another of its world wars, this time fought 
with nuclear and chemical weapons. As never 
before capitalism points to a new- dark age. 
barbarism, and even the extinction of the 
entire human species. 

Only the working class is capable of saving 
humanity, not through subordinating its class 
struggle to some supposed ‘universal human 
interest’, but precisely by carrying its class 
struggle to its highest point - making revol¬ 
ution. Far from this being the pursuit of some 
narrow sectionalism, as "official communists' 
in the Soviet Union now say, it is the only 
hope for humanity. World proletarian revol¬ 
ution is the only way to preserve not only the 
gains we have made in the form of the socialist 
countries, but mankind. 

2. The state of politics in 
Britain 

We shall now turn to the class struggle in 
Britain. For the working class the balance 
sheet in 1988 was in essence little different 
from 1987 Indeed throughout the 1980s the 
picture on the economic front has been 
characterised by bitter struggles, often ending 
in defeat. 

The reason for this is fourfold. 

1. The Thatcher government. With the 
coming into office of Thatcher in 1979, the 
bourgeoisie has been led by a single minded 
and determined class war warrior. She has 
presided over a sustained assault on working 
class rights and organisation in order to facili¬ 
tate the restructuring of British capitalism. 

2. Unemployment. The last Labour govern¬ 
ment doubled the number of unemployed to 
1.5 million. The Thatcher government 
doubled this Figure again. This has had a pro¬ 
found impact on trade union membership and 
working class confidence. 

3. The Labour Party. Labourism, the domi¬ 
nant ideology in the working class movement, 
is incapable of providing any sort of fighting 
lead for the working class movement. 

4. The Communist Party. There is no van¬ 
guard party of the working class. The Com¬ 
munist Party of Great Britain, which up till 
the mid 1970s was able to provide some sort of 
a coordinating centre for militants, has been 
temporarily liquidated by Eurocommunism. 
Those who illegitimately use the name of our 
CPGB have not only steadily moved to the 
right in the 1980s, but have now constituted 
themselves as neo-Fabian advisers to the new 
realists of the Labour Party and the TUC. The 
‘official communist’ splits have provided no 
alternative at all. While Marxism Today 
cheers on Neil Kinnock and Bryan Gould the 
Morning Star cheers on Tony Bonn. There is 
no thought, no concept of genuine communist 
politics. 

We are still living in the shadow of the 
defeat of the miners’ Great Strike. This was a 
strike of world and historic importance. While 
there were lessons of tremendous value, les¬ 
sons which will find life and be taken to even 
higher forms in future struggles, it is the fact 
of defeat which effects us now. Not only have 
the miners themselves suffered continued at- 









tacks but a mood of impotence has been 
created in the class as a whole. 

Yet although the working class has been 
very hesitant in taking industrial action there 
have been some important post Great Strike 
struggles, such as in the health, postal and car 
industries, which have not gone down to de¬ 
feat. This is of great significance. 

Unless there is some sort of pre-general 
crisis economic oscillation, there is every rea¬ 
son to believe that next year a combination of 
the rise in the rate of inflation and a drying up 
of the pool of skilled labour will help to gen 
cralise this. Given the fact that the economy is 
relatively buoyant and demand for commodi¬ 
ties is high, bosses will be inclined to look for 
settlements rather than seeking to beat down 
their workers by withstanding long and bitter 
(and costly) strikes. 

Even Lawson admits that inflation will soon 
rise to an annual rate of 6%. It is bound to go 
beyond this. As we know, inflation is a class 
question. It affects strata and classes in a dif¬ 
ferentiated way. invariably to the disadvan¬ 
tage of the working class. Because of this, if 
workers are to maintain their levels of sub¬ 
sistence. they will have to fight for wage in¬ 
creases of at least 10% to protect themselves 
against the erosion of inflation. In increasing 
numbers workers will therefore have to turn 
to industrial action. 

The temperature on the wages front will 
also be raised by the relative shortage of 
skilled labour - especially in the highly popu¬ 
lated South East. TTie Tories constantly whine 
about employers finding it difficult to fill cer¬ 
tain job vacancies. Of course, in part this is 
because the wage rates for some of these jobs 
are little more than what is available on the 
dole. Nevertheless the main reason is that the 
job vacancies being advertised are for skilled 
labour and within the reserve army of labour 
there is a lack of skills. 

This is entirely the fault of the capitalists, 
their government and their system. Long term 
unemployment leads to skills deteriorating or 
becoming obsolete through lack of contact 
with the demands and changes of working life. 

As for unemployed youth, they never even 
have the opportunity to acquire skills in the 
first place and ET and other such schemes w ill 
do nothing to change this. ET is about polic¬ 
ing and intimidating the unemployed, driving 
down the wages of unskilled workers, not 
equipping the unemployed with skills. 

In other words, although unemployment 
rates remain high - including in the South 
East - employers will be forced into fiercer 
competition for skilled labour and will be 
more willing to concede demands from skilled 
and semi-skilled workers for wage rises and 
improved conditions. 

Because of this, and the continued weak- i 
ness of Britain compared with its main imper¬ 
ialist rivals, the Tories are still faced with the i 
task of inflicting a strategic defeat on the i 
working class. A string of successful strikes I 
can only increase the pressures and demands ; 
for this from the boss class. 

What this necessitates from the working 
class is a political response. This, as we hav?- i 
already indicated, is a problem for the work- i 
ing class movement, in fact it is a central < 
question. There is no vanguard party. Until \ 
there is the working class will be unable to act \ 
for any length of time as a class and there will < 
remain a dangerous gap between working j 
class economic consciousness and working 
class political consciousness. t 

The extent of this gap is best illustrated by t 
the attitude of the working class movement I 
towards the struggle for national liberation in r 
Ireland. In the main it identifies with its ruling I 
class. Since Ireland is so close, so important g 
for British imperialism, this is hardly sur¬ 
prising. Nonetheless the consequences arc to t 
disarm the workers against capitalist state at- i 
tacks. Inevitably the methods used in Ireland f 
come home to be used against us. f 

This was seen most sharply in the miners’ c 
Great Strike - police tactics used against the f 
mining communities were first developed on t 
the streets of Derry and Belfast. The re- f 
pression employed in Ireland increasingly c 
affects all aspects of life in Britain. The TV I 
and radio ban on Sinn Fein and the erosion of tl 

°ur right to silence arc only the latest 
examples. And the fact that these latest t. 
measures have produced little except I.abou- ti 
rite hot air can only encourage the state to u 
turn to sweeping authoritarian measures in tl 
order to crush working class resistance to a tl 
full scale strategic attack. Truly, a nation that s 
suppresses another can never be free. a 

For communists the gap between the econ- o 
omic and political facets of the struggle of the si 


n working class stands both as a warning and 
also a challenge. A warning because unless 
n the gap is closed any wave of militant econ- 
c omic struggle will in the end be safely diverted 
c b y the ruling class and reversed. A challenge 
r because it is precisely our task to close the gap 
by providing communist leadership for the 
class in the form of a genuine Communist 
Party. This is the weapon the working class 
needs. 

f It is no exaggeration to say that reforging 
1 the Communist Party is the key task facing the 
working class movement today. It is the main 
5 l*nk in working class politics. If grasped and 
successfully secured this makes possible the 
struggle for socialism. Without it talk of 

1 socialism is just that, mere talk. 

Official communism' is a barrier to this. It 
discredits the name of communism and fosters 
illusions in the minds of workers — not least 
that our hopes for the future should lie in the 
Labour Party. 

As history has conclusively shown us. the 
Labour Party is a bourgeois party of the work¬ 
ing class. It is not a weapon in the hands of the 
workers which will liberate them, but a wea¬ 
pon in the armoury of the ruling class to dupe 
workers. More than that, as we have shown 
the Labour Party has gone from being the 
alternative party of government back into a 
party of crisis. 

Given that there is no mass pressure from 
below, the Kinnock leadership of the Labour 
Party has turned on the left wing of the party. 
For Labour to be trusted with governmental 
power by the bourgeoisie it must appear to be 
a safe and respectable party. This means giv¬ 
ing the Labour Party a Thatchnockitc ideol¬ 
ogy and marginalising the left. That Kinnock 
has been successful was seen at this year's 
Blackpool conference. 

The results for the Benn/Heffer ticket were 
truly humiliating. Announcing their leader¬ 
ship bid. Bcnn declared that he would be 
satisfied with 20% of the vote. That was to 
admit defeat before battle was joined. 
Nonetheless, that he barely managed to get 
half of that, and Heffer got even less, shows 
that the Labour left not only suffered a pre¬ 
dictable defeat but has indeed been margina¬ 
lised - at least for the moment. 

Kinnock also scored a resounding victory 
on policy questions. The Labour Party is now 
committed — both in theory as well as in 
practice - to the market, it has embraced the 
European Community and has turned its back 
on so-called Morrisonian state capitalist 
nationalisation. 

Successful in curbing the left, Kinnock 
might have been. Yet, whatever this or that 
Guardian opinion poll says, this has hardly 
transformed Labour’s prospects. Labour has 
only increased its ratings because of the mess 
that is the SDP and Liberal Democrats — but 
this is not going to be the case for ever. Kin¬ 
nock has by no means restored the Labour 
Party to its 1940s-1970s position of being an 
alternative party of government. 

There is every reason to believe that the 
Tories will go on to win a fourth term Even 
with a Suez or Profumo type crisis it could stay 
in office simply by sacking a minister or two 
or, if particularly hard pressed, coming up 
with a new leader. The two party system 
which characterised British politics through¬ 
out the 19th and 20th centuries seems to have 
given way to a one party system. 

As we have explained, this does not mean 
that Britain has the same sort of political sys¬ 
tem as backward capitalist countries such as 
Kenya or Tanzania, where only one party is 
allowed. Rather that Britain is now nearer to 
Italy and Japan which have one dominant 
governing party. 

Whether Kinnock likes it or not this means 
that the Labour Party has more in common - 
in terms of political status - with the socialist 
parties of Italy and Japan than with the US 
Democratic Party. As with the L.iberal Demo¬ 
crats and the Owen SDP, it will remain on the 
fringes of the governmental process. The ‘into 
the 1990s' slogan at the Tories' Brighton Con¬ 
ference should not therefore be taken as 
empty boasting but as a warning. Likewise 
Thatcher's talk about Tory governments in 
the nineties "and beyond". 

This one party system has definite advan¬ 
tages for the ruling class. The painful restruc¬ 
turing of British industry would have been 
impossible in the swings and roundabouts of 
the 1960s and 70s. Certainly in order to deal 
the working class a strategic defeat a one party 
system is of advantage. Yet there are dis¬ 
advantages too. Not least that working class 
opposition will tend to seek expression out¬ 
side parliament. 


Before the last election labour movement 
bureaucrats countered demands for decisive 
action by arguing that everything will be al¬ 
right with the election of the next Labour 
government’. Today such calls only provoke 
mocking laughter from the militant rank and 
file. This is of great significance for genuine 
communists who understand only loo well 
that socialism will not come through an act of 
parliament but precisely as an act against par¬ 
liament. 

What the decline of the Labour Party from 
being a governmental party into being a party 
of crisis poses, what the marginalisation of the 
Labour left poses, what the emergence of a 
Tory, one party system poses is building a 
party which can act as a general staff for work¬ 
ing class militancy and give it a definite revol¬ 
utionary political direction. Left to itself 
working class militancy will at best take a 
syndicalistic form. It is our task to ensure that 
it takes the form of building a reforged Com¬ 
munist Party. Without such a party the work¬ 
ing class is nothing, with it it is everything. 


3. Our organisation and tasks 

It is undoubtedly the case that The Leninist 
stands on all that is best in the communist 
tradition. We are dedicated to proletarian 
internationalism, we fight for revolution, have 
no truck with reform but place our faith in the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. Hence we 
firmly identify with the founding principles of 
the CPGB. with the role our Party played in 
organising the working class during the 1926 
General Strike and in the building of first the 
National Minority Movement and then the 
National Unemployed Workers Movement. 

The Leninist is therefore the legitimate con¬ 
tinuer of both the CPGB and Lenin’s Inter¬ 
national in communist politics in Britain 
today. Of course, at the moment we are not 
able to fulfil all the key conditions demanded 
of those wishing to affiliate to the Third Inter¬ 
national when it was founded. This has noth¬ 
ing to do with ideological problems though, 
merely the fact that we are a fc :oup fighting for 
the Communist Party rather than the Com¬ 
munist Party itself. It is not ideology but our 
size, political weight and lack of deep roots in 
the working class movement that, for 
example, prevents us from organising in the 
armed forces (condition 4), among the the 
rural population (condition 5) or fully operat¬ 
ing the democratic side of democratic centra¬ 
lism (condition 13). 

None of the leaders of the various ‘official 
communist' groups or parties' we are 
‘blessed’ with in this country could say the 
same. Here it is a question of ideology and 
politics. ‘Official communism’ is more rotten 
than the opportunist parties of the Second 
International. Neither the Straight Leftists 
nor the NCP can “expose the falsehood and 
hypocrisy of social pacifism” (condition 6) 
because they suffer from this very form of 
opportunism. Neither the Euros nor the 
Morning Star's CPB can fight to “dismiss re¬ 
formists and centrists from positions of re¬ 
sponsibility in the working class movement” 
(condition 2) because their politics are pre¬ 
cisely reformist and centrist. 

Frankly, if any of our ‘official communist' 
organisations could, in Dr Who fashion, be 
taken back in time to 1919 it is highly unlikely 
that even one of them would want to venture 
an application to join the newly established 
Third International. If by some strange aber¬ 
ration an application were made it would cer¬ 
tainly have been rejected with contempt. 
'Official communism' today has everything in 
common with the old ILP. nothing in common 
with the politics of revolution espoused by our 
CPGB when it was formed. 

Having mentioned The Leninist's limita¬ 
tions there can be no doubt that we are doing 
our utmost to fight for practice with initiatives 
such as the Unemployed Workers Charter. 
This is good but far from enough. It only 
scratches the surface of the biggest problem 
we face - credibility in the eyes of the work¬ 
ing class. This will not easily be overcome. 

Our working class movement in Britain suf¬ 
fers from a low theoretical level, a' feature 
which has a long history but which is exacer¬ 
bated by the shift to the right of ‘official com¬ 
munism’. This means there is far more respect 
for size and posts in the labour bureaucracy 
than for theoretical correctness. 

Saying this is not to belittle, let alone dis¬ 
miss. our working class as it exists now. It has 
many fine qualities. Organisation is second 
nature and while the weight of the past leads 


to a certain slowness in going from thought to 
deed, when our class moves it moves with a 
oneness, with great power and determination. 

Strong the working class may be in terms of 
organisation, but of course because of lack of 
revolutionary theory this tends to be em¬ 
ployed in defending existing gains, unfortu¬ 
nately not in ending wage slavery and 
exploitation. Lack of revolutionary theory 
and consequent inability to free itself can only 
be overcome through the building of a genu¬ 
ine Communist Party. The Leninist has set 
itself this task. 

As we well know this is no easy matter. Not 
only do we have to contend with the histori¬ 
cally low respect for revolutionary theory, but 
throughout this decade our class has in gen¬ 
eral been suffering defeats. 

This hardly encourages a search for revol¬ 
utionary answers. Given the anti-theoretical 
traditions of our class, what we see is too 
many people looking for excuses. Around our 
periphery this takes many forms - retreats 
into personal life or simply turns to the right, 
opting out or refusing to act using baseless 
disagreements. But whatever the form, be¬ 
cause of the existence of a relatively passive 
environment around us The Leninist has not 
grown as fast as it needs to. 

That our answers arc hardly easy obviously 
puts off those who prefer a quiet life. We say. 
for example, that socialism will not come be¬ 
cause people vote in the Labour Party or push 
the unions to the left. Instead it will come 
through a violent revolution which must not 
only be fought on the barricades of the future 
but crucially in the day-to-day grind of the 
present There are plenty who want to keep 
their contribution to the future, who say they 
will be with us when the time comes. These 
types might fool themselves ... but they do not 
fool us. A revolution will only be successful if 
we devote our lives to the building of a genu¬ 
ine Communist Party now. Without this 
approach nothing serious will be achieved 

In spite of the difficult conditions in which 
we arc operating it is essential to understand 
that a great deal can be done. We are not 
living in a period of reaction where to be a 
communist is to risk one's life: apathy and 
lack of credibility are our main enemies. 

These enemies w ill not be overcome simply 
by waiting around for times to change. Such 
an approach is not worthy of communists. 
Apathy can be overcome and credibility 
gained in two interlinked ways. 

Firstly, we must convince the working class 
- that is. its advanced section - that revol¬ 
utionary theory is not the icing on the cake for 
an organisation. We must show workers that 
what matters in a political organisation is pri¬ 
marily whether or not it possesses a correct 
world outlook and revolutionary strategy. 
This is how it should be judged. 

But secondly, we can and must overcome 
apathy and gain credibility by increasing the 
size and weight of our organisation. This will 
be done through theoretical debate and po¬ 
lemic but also political action. It is stupid to 
suggest that numbers are irrelevant. We need 
recruits and those recruits must be made pol¬ 
itically effective. 


3.1. 1989: the year of 
organisation 

1989 will be for us the year of organisation. In 
1989 those around The Leninist will be guided 
for the first time by a year plan. This is not 
intended to be a diary of events but an organ¬ 
isational strategy which will aim to decisively 
lift our work and lay the basis in early 1990 for 
comrades to be sent from London to work in 
selected areas of the country. In other words 
1989 will be used to lay the ideological and 
political basis for our organisation to become 
national in I‘>90. Today we have some good 
supporters dotted here and there around the 
country but it cannot be said that they system¬ 
atically work under our discipline or that they 
lead groups of sympathisers. We aim to 
change this in the course of 1989. Our success 
will in turn be a tremendous step forward in 
the struggle to reforge our Party and hence a 
tremendous step forward for our working 
class. 

Success will depend on three main factors. 
I. Development of cadres. We need to 
develop and train professional revolutiona¬ 
ries. Only in the hands of such comrades can 
The Leninist truly be a weapon in the class 
war. Without them it is merely an interesting 
read. When we say professional revoiutiona- 





SUPPLEMENT 


ries we do no! use the word in the sense that 
comrades are supported by the organisation. 
It is not that we arc against that in principle. 
But what we really mean by a professional 
revolutionary is a comrade who is prepared to 
give everything to the cause of communism 
In this sense ‘official communism' has no 
professionals, only paid employees. The truth 
of this was seen in the miners' Great Strike 
when the Euros’ Young Communist League 
was unable to produce any copies ol its paper 
‘because of lack of finance’. It had two paid 
full timers! Such a thing would he impossible 
with us. Those who have met our comrades 
know this to be the case. 

The same lazy non-professional practice can 
be seen with the CPB. It has only produced 
two pieces of propaganda since it was formed 
in April this year. In line with this the CPB'x 
Ray Colvin is reported to have only agreed to 
work ‘full time’ ... after a pension plan had 
been agreed! Leninists are rightly disgusted by 
such attitudes. We start by asking what we can 
do for our organisation, not what our organis¬ 
ation can do for us. 

To further develop this quality in our exist¬ 
ing supporters it is vital to emphasise the 
importance of education in the fundamentals 
of Marxism-Leninism. Already this year we 
have grappled with basic philosophy and 
economies, using such classics as Lenin's 
Materialism ami cmpirio-criticism, Engels' 
Antt-Duhring and Marx’s Capital. This se¬ 
rious approach will be continued next year. In 
this way we will equip our comrades with the 
ability to understand our strategy and world 
view. This is what we want loyalty to, not this 
or that tactic - as is the case with so many 
supporters of other revolutionary groups. 
And what's more, given that we live in a 
bourgeois society, in which bourgeois ideas 
are the dominant ideas, we know that unless 
our comrades are equipped with a firm grasp 
of theory they will go down one way or 


answers than excuses Relatively speaking it is 
enthusiastic, looking for change and action 
And unlike students and others not engaged 
in work, it has staying power along with a 
‘natural - sense of discipline and understanding 
of organisation. 

Of course, we recognise that we must fight 
for recruits. They are not going to meekly fall 
into our laps. Indeed we would not want that 
to happen. We want comrades to join our 
ranks with their eyes open. This means not 
only having some sort of understanding of our 
arguments and requirements but also the 
arguments and requirements of other organis¬ 
ations. Because of this approach we insist that 
■our comrades read a wide range of the left 
press. We tire not afraid of comparisons - we 
welcome them. 


3.2. Our main opponents 

To win the young workers whom we need we 
are obviously in competition with a whole 
array of different political organisations. It 
would be foolish though to try and deal with 
every so-called party, group, faction and 
trend. We need a systematic approach. We 
need to aim our polemic and political inter¬ 
ventions at those groups which constitute the 
most important barriers between militant 
young workers and Leninism. 

So who are our main opponents? In broad 
terms they can be divided into three catego¬ 
ries. 

1. ‘Official communists’. For some comrades 
it is surprising that we place such emphasis on 
the groups that make up ‘official com¬ 
munism’. Why bother with them when they 
arc visibly disintegrating and increasingly 
marginal in the working class movement? 
While it is true that ‘official communism' is 
disintegrating it is essential not to think that it 


Labour Party, non-’official communist’ organ¬ 
isation. This, and the fact that its world view, 
which is economistic and can sec no difference 
between east and west, fits in rather neatly 
with bourgeois ideology, is its biggest asset. It 
can attract young workers on the basis that it 
is active in most large towns and that it accepts 
many of their prejudices on the Soviet Union 
and other important questions. Also it does 
not demand a high level of commitment - this 
means that the SWP can recruit members' 
friends and partners quite easily. Yet, al¬ 
though the SWP is ideologically very weak 
from a communist point of view, this should 
not lead us to take a dismissive attitude. Even 
with its disastrous ‘downturn’ theory it has 
within it quite a large number of young 
workers who consider themselves revolutiona¬ 
ries of some sort or another. As to the RCP. it 
is far smaller than the SWP. Yet, because of 
good marketing techniques and advertising 
and, it must be admitted, hard work and com¬ 
mendable dynamism, it has carved itself out 
an image of being far bigger than it is. 
Nonetheless its politics are often hopelessly 
leftist. It considers the world revolutionary 
centre - the Soviet Union - more or less 
irrelevant to world politics, declares the Lab¬ 
our Party to be dead and has contempt for the 
existing organisations of the working class. 
Where this leads could be seen in practice 
during the course of the miners’ Great Strike, 
where the RCP’s major slogan throughout the 
strike was for a ballot! 

In the course of our polemics with these 
various categories of organisations it is 
important that we develop a systematic 
approach to their weaknesses and our 
strengths and vice versa. Let us give a few 
examples. 

• Numbers. Obviously, unlike so many of the 
organisations dealt with above, we will not 
emphasise numbers. The Labour Party has 
millions of members. What we will emphasise 



publication. After asking how sales were 
going this young man said he’d been told thev 
had sold 6.(XK) "so far" ... in fact only 5.00<j 
were printed! This is in truth not a minor 
question. Organisations which sell mor e 
papers than they print also seem to have twice 
as many people at meetings and demonstra¬ 
tions than last year as a matter of principle. 
This might only be a little opportunist. But its 
like being a little pregnant ...in the end a 
baby is born. We have the obscenity of Gerry 
Healy and the WRP to hold up as an example 
of this. There is a logic involved in lying, first 
to readers and then to ourselves, and it ends in 
disaster. We are rightly proud of our ability t 0 
admit mistakes and problems. The Leninist 
has published full details of differences in our 
organisation. Our Third Conference being a 
prime example. We have also given full publi¬ 
city to those who wish to state their reasons 
for deserting our ranks. What other revolutio¬ 
nary organisation can say the same? This can 
be used to good effect. 

• Practice. This is the rub. We have a long 
way to go here. All our main opponents are 
ahead of us. Nonetheless it is important not to 
denigrate what we have achieved already in 
the field of practice. We must use what we 
have done so far to maximum effect. Take our 
achievements this year. 

• We organised the biggest British contingent 
on the London May Day march. 

• While others bemoan the plight of the 
unemployed we set up the UWC. Its lobby of 
the TUC was the biggest seen since the min¬ 
ers' Great Strike. 

• W'e have a paper which, having overcome 
the technical problems that plagued us last 
year, approaches the fortnightly frequency we 
aim for. For an organisation of our size, lack¬ 
ing rich or overseas backers, this is a remarka¬ 
ble feat and has to be proclaimed as such. The 
Labour Party has for instance just virtually 
junked its last official journal, while the 


another to the bourgeoisie. So we need to 
develop our theory because it is a guide to 
action and also because we must combat the 
enemy within’, ic the opportunism which ex¬ 
ists within our heads. This has nothing to do 
with a bookish approach to politics. We 
intend to produce class fighters and in order to 
do this ideological understanding will go hand 
in hand with practice. The art of practice is 
organisation. We need to give this as much 
attention as we do questions of theory. 

2. Organisation. The key question in develop¬ 
ing our organisation must be efficiency at the 
lop. 1 hat we now have a functioning centre is 
a splendid achievement. The problem is that it 
is very amateurish. Overcoming this will be 
one of our major organisational tasks in 1989. 
Perhaps of equal importance will be the estab¬ 
lishment of self activating cells (and. related 
to this, readers’ groups). Our comrades are 
brought together not because of accident of 
geography but to carry out definite tasks. 
Cells are key here. They arc the most flexible, 
most dynamic and most effective form of com¬ 
munist organisation. At the moment though it 
must be admitted that our cells operate be¬ 
cause ol the presence and input of comrades 
from centre. ITiis must be changed. Having 
sell activating cells does not mean comrades 
doing their own thing’. Quite the reverse We 
must and will develop effective means of com¬ 
munication and leadership of cells from 
centre. We will also see to it that cells take- 
questions such as self defence and security 
seriously. Not something we can say we have 
done in 1988. 

3. Winning new comrades. This is something 
we have paid far too little attention to. That 
we are living through a period of relative stag¬ 
nation in the class struggle means there can be 
no room for the approach that says ‘let’s wait 
for people to come to us’. No. we must go to 
them! In part recruitment will improve with 
the changes we arc planning in organisation, 
in part it will improve as we develop our 
professional cadres and move them out of 
London. Yet this is not enough. W'e are still a 
small organisation with very limited re¬ 
sources. What this means is that our work has 
to be much more selective than would be the 
case with a party. So our drive to recruit new 
supporters is best done if we target the social 
stratum in society we think will be most useful 
to our cause and most receptive to our mess¬ 
age. 

This stratum is young workers, especially 
those engaged in struggle and in trade unions 
- they are the ones to whom we will primarily 
direct our efforts and propaganda. This stra¬ 
tum carries less ideological baggage from 
bourgeois society. It is forming its ideas and. 
compared with others, is more interested in 


is dead. Our polemics against ‘official com¬ 
munism’ arc not the result of irrationality. 
True, ‘official communism' recruits very few- 
young workers. Yet ‘official communism’ is 
still a powerful organisational and ideological 
force, not least because of the existence of the 
’official’ world communist movement and the 
fact that the world’s revolutionary centre is 
under the leadership of Gorbachevite ‘official 
communists'. As a result the Euros, although 
in rapid decline, have been used by the Kin- 
nockites in the Labour Party to cover their 
move to the right. This is evidence of their 
continued relevance, if evidence be needed. If 
the communists believe in the market and the 
active citizen, and reject large scale nationali¬ 
sation, who are we to disagree, argue the 
Kinnockites. In the same way the CPB, the 
NCP etc all discredit the name of communism 
in the minds of young workers rather than 
recruiting them. Our job is to expose these 
opportunists as false communists, indeed we 
are determined to recapture the once proud 
name of our Party for revolutionary prolet¬ 
arian politics. 

2. The Labour Party left. The Labour Party- 
remains by far the largest workers' party in 
Britain, albeit with reactionary leaders and 
thoroughly bourgeois politics. In terms of re¬ 
cruits. though, it is not mainstream Labourism 
that we should be most concerned with, rather 
its left wing. Its strength lies in the electabilitv 
of so-called ‘socialist' Labour MPs and coun¬ 
cillors and the weakness of workers' organisa¬ 
tions outside the Labour Party. Although the 
Labour Party can never be transformed into a 
vehicle for socialism its left wing can claim to 
be ‘realistic’ because of the weight that the 
party carries in working class politics. The 
Labour left is best exposed by the fact that it is 
hopelessly utopian and reformist, and in the 
last analysis loyal to the Labour Party not the 
working class. There can be no doubt that via 
its left wing the Labour Party can attract large 
numlicrs of militant young workers, indeed 
via the various entryist groups significant 
numbers of militant young workers who 
would consider themselves revolutionaries arc- 
lured into the Labour Party pit It would be 
pointless for us to attack every one of these 
groups. Far better to pick out the most 
important, namely Militant. It is the most suc¬ 
cessful of the entryist groups and has taken 
entryism to its highest and logical conclusion, 
ie it has become Labourite. 

3. Non-LP. non-official communist’ left. 
These organisations have the advantage of not 
being ‘tainted’ by direct association with 
‘official communism’ or Labourism. Of the 
huge number of organisations in (his category 
our most important opponents are the SWP 
and the RC'P. The SWP is the largest non- 


is that it plays no positive role in the class 
struggle. In the same way the CPB boasts of 
having 2,000 members yet it has only pro¬ 
duced two publications since it was formed. 
As to the SWP, its membership is afraid to 
argue with our paper sellers although it out¬ 
numbers us many times over. We will show 
that what is important is what organisations 
can do. not how many membership cards they 
can issue. The struggle for socialist revolution 
relies not on quantity but quality. This is a 
vital question. So while we should not deny 
the need we have to grow, this must be done 
in the context of our aim of developing dedi¬ 
cated communist revolutionaries. 

• Internationalism. The internationalism of 
The Leninist is testified to by the presence of 
comrades from Iran and Ireland at this meet¬ 
ing today. Of course, organisations we have 
mentioned (with the exception of the RCP) 
have more international links than we have. 
‘Official communism’ has the world com¬ 
munist movement, the Labour Party has the 
Socialist International and even Militant and 
the SWP have overseas clones. But the es¬ 
sence of this question is one’s attitude towards 
the world revolution. What this means, wc 
will explain, is fighting for revolution in our 
own country and supporting this fight in every 
other country without exception. This under¬ 
standing of internationalism we will show cer¬ 
tainly excludes the Labourites and ‘official 
communists'. It is also important to place em¬ 
phasis on the quality of the international links 
we do have. For example, while the SWP has 
laid-back mirror images in the advanced capi¬ 
talist countries, our friends are to be found in 
the forefront of the world revolution, in Tur¬ 
key, Iran and Ireland (where the SWP's econ¬ 
omistic comrades want everyone to become 
English). 

•Honesty. This is a very important political 
question. We must show that the name of the 
Morning Star is synonymous with dishonesty, 
the Labour Party's clause four is a lie and the 
SWP and RCP have never given full publicity 
to the differences that exist within their ranks. 
We will hammer home Lenin's dictum that 
honesty is a sign of strength (not least for a 
small organisation). None of the organisations 
wc have listed have a history of honesty. They 
have problems and make mistakes but instead 
of learning from them by openly debating 
them they hide them because they feel 
ashamed. All our opponents seem intent on 
painting a picture of themselves in constant 
forward motion - something which is impos¬ 
sible - and more than that, as we must ex¬ 
plain. is a form of opportunism in itself. Take 
a very small and seemingly trivial example. 
Recently I was speaking to a member of an 
organisation which has just launched a new- 


Euro’s 7 Days is on its last legs. Also The 
Leninist, while it is not immediately accessi¬ 
ble, even for advanced workers, has won wide 
ranging respect in Britain and internationally. 
This also has to be emphasised. 

• Ireland is the acid test of internationalism 
for any workers’ organisation in Britain. Ten 
years ago the main revolutionary groups in 
Britain would only march on the Young Libe¬ 
rals Time to Go! demonstration as a separate, 
anti-imperialist, contingent. Now they have 
adopted the Young Liberals’ strategy and slo¬ 
gans. In response to this we sponsored the 
launch of Hands off Ireland! which has as its 
main aim the organisation of an anti-imperial¬ 
ist contingent on next year’s Time to Go! 
demonstration. This is a daring initiative 
which throws down the gauntlet to all who 
consider themselves anti-imperialist. 

• The Leninist was the inspiration for the set¬ 
ting up of the Workers Theatre Movement 
which has already done sterling work for the 
UWC, not least at this vear’s lobbv of the 
TUC. 

•Because we are a serious organisation we 
take fund raising seriously. Over £10,000 was 
raised in our two month Summer Offensive in 
1988. When we look at other organisations’ 
fund drives - SWP: £40.000, CPB: £20,000, 
Euro CPGB: £60.000 - we have every reason 
for confidence. Next year we are confident of 
setting a target of £20,000 and we arc con¬ 
fident that we will surpass it. 

This is only a taste of things to come. 1989 
will be a year of organisation that will lead to a 
qualitative step forward for our organisation 
and our class. To make that happen we com¬ 
mit ourselves. 

On the anniversary of the October Revol¬ 
ution and The Leninist we dedicate ourselves 
to making our own October Revolution, to 
the struggle to complete the world revolution 
begun in Russia in 1917. 

On the 71st anniversary of the October 
Revolution, on the seventh anniversary of the 
first publication of The Leninist we salute our 
fraternal Communist Party of Turkey which is 
brilliantly carrying forward the work of Lenin 
and the Bolsheviks. 

On the anniversary of the October Revol¬ 
ution and The Leninist we call upon all genu¬ 
ine communists to join our ranks. Our 
country is in great need of a reforged CPGB. 
it has been without a real Communist Party 
for too long. The lime will soon come when 
we claim back the name of our Party from the 
opportunists who now use it in the service of 
the class enemy. 

Forward with the struggle to reforge our 
CPGB! 

Long live communism! 









